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General Information about this Document 

What’s in this document? 
This Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment with 
Finding of No Significant Impact discloses the potential environmental impacts of 
alternatives for the proposed project located on Highway 1 at Salinas Road in Monterey 
County, California. The document identifies Alternative 7 as the preferred alternative to 
improve safety and operations at the intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road. It describes 
why the project is being proposed, alternatives considered, the existing environment that 
would be affected by the project, potential impacts from each of the project alternatives, 
including the preferred alternative, and the proposed avoidance, minimization and/or 
mitigation measures. 

An Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment 
was circulated for public comment from July 14, 2005 to August 12, 2005. A public hearing 
was held July 28, 2005 between 4:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. at the Ohlone School auditorium, 21 
Bay Farms Road, Watsonville. Comments received during the public comment period were 
taken into consideration in the selection of the preferred alternative. Comments received and 
responses to comments are included in this document in Appendix H, which has been added 
since the earlier document was circulated. Appendices I (Policy Consistency Analysis) and J 
(Consistency with California Coastal Act) have also been added. 

Elsewhere in the document, changes made since the earlier circulation are indicated by a 
vertical line in the margin.  

What happens next? 
The proposed project has completed environmental compliance after the circulation of this 
document. When funding is approved, the California Department of Transportation and the 
Federal Highway Administration can design and construct all or part of the project. 

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print, on audiocassette, 
or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please call or write to Caltrans, Attn: 
John Luchetta, Central Coast Management Branch, California Department of Transportation, 50 Higuera 
Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401; (805) 549-3243 Voice, or use the California Relay Service TTY 
number at 1-800-735-2922.  
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project 

1.1 Introduction 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Federal Highway 
Administration, in cooperation with the Transportation Agency of Monterey County, 
propose to make safety and operational improvements along Highway 11 in northern 
Monterey County (see Figure 1). The project would build an interchange at Salinas 
Road and make operational improvements to the highway between Jensen and 
Trafton roads. New right-of-way would be purchased for the construction.  

Three build alternatives and a no-build alternative were presented for consideration in 
the draft environmental document. The build alternatives were as follows: 

• Alternative 1: Compact Diamond Interchange  
• Alternative 5: Diamond Interchange with Southbound Loop Off-ramp  
• Alternative 7: Diamond Interchange with Southbound Loop On-ramp 

 
The draft environmental document was circulated for comment from July 14, 2005 to 
August 12, 2005. After the public circulation period and consideration of all 
comments, Alternative 7 was selected as the preferred alternative. In accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act, Caltrans has prepared a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration because no significant adverse impacts were identified and all 
potentially adverse impacts would be mitigated to a level of “less than significant.” 
Similarly, the Federal Highway Administration has determined the action would not 
cause a significant impact to the environment and has issued a Finding of No 
Significant Impact in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.  

This project was funded in the fiscal year 2005/2006 Federal Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program. It is also included in the Transportation 
Agency of Monterey County 2006 Regional Transportation Plan and the 2006 cost-
constrained Regional Transportation Improvement Program.  

                                                 
1 Highway 1 is sometimes also referred to as State Route 1 or SR1. 
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1.2 Purpose and Need 

1.2.1 Purpose 
The purpose of the project is to improve the safety and function of the intersection at 
Highway 1 and Salinas Road in a cost effective and timely manner, while minimizing 
environmental, social and economic impacts. 

1.2.2 Need 
The high volume of traffic traveling on Highway 1 and the number of vehicles 
making left turns across Highway 1 at Salinas Road exceeds the operational capacity 
of the intersection. This, combined with the uncontrolled entry and exit of vehicles 
from private drives onto the highway, results in a high number of collisions and long 
delays for backed up traffic near that intersection, particularly during the weekday 
commute and on summer weekends when recreational traffic increases.  

Despite the past completion of improvements recommended by the Highway 1 Safety 
Corridor Task Force, the number of collisions at the intersection is about double the 
statewide average for similar intersections. Growth in housing, population and 
employment in the surrounding area is expected to increase traffic an average of 1.7% 
per year through 2030, resulting in a 50% increase from the current traffic volume by 
2030. Without further improvement of the intersection, the collision rates and long 
delays are expected to increase. 

1.2.2.1 Location 
The project lies on Highway 1, between Jensen Road and the Trafton Road 
undercrossing in northern Monterey County (see Figure 2). The project stretches from 
kilometer posts 160.7 to R163.3 (post miles 99.9/R101.5).  From Jensen Road to 
Salinas Road it is a rural two-lane highway intersected by numerous at-grade roads 
and driveways. From Salinas Road to Trafton Road it is a controlled access freeway.  

Salinas Road intersects Highway 1 in an at-grade “T” intersection and runs east. This 
intersection enables traffic to connect, primarily through County Routes G-11 and G-
12, to the local road network serving the Monterey County communities of Pajaro, 
Las Lomas, Aromas and Prunedale, and the Santa Cruz County community of 
Watsonville. Jensen Road runs west from Highway 1, providing access to agricultural 
lands and recreational sites near the Pacific Ocean. 
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Figure 1  Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2  Project Location Map 
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South of Jensen Road, the two-lane highway runs next to agricultural fields for 13.6 
kilometers (8.5 miles), skirts the west side of the Elkhorn Slough, and passes by the 
communities of Moss Landing and Castroville before widening to four lanes to serve 
the urban centers of Marina, Seaside and Monterey.  

About 0.1 kilometer (0.07 mile) south of the project’s northern end—at the Trafton 
Road undercrossing—Highway 1 widens to four lanes and goes half a mile to the 
Monterey/Santa Cruz county line at the Pajaro River, then continues north to the 
urban communities of Watsonville and Santa Cruz.  

This stretch of Highway 1 is the main road used for travel between Monterey and 
Santa Cruz. It is also used as a link to recreational areas in Big Sur. Locally, it 
provides access to the region’s farmlands and nearby residential and commercial 
communities.  

The project area is sparsely populated, with large parcels of agricultural land. A large 
complex of agriculture-related services—known collectively as Hilltop Industries—
lies just southwest of the Salinas Road intersection. A small retail vegetable stand sits 
at the northwest corner of the intersection of Highway 1 and Jensen Road. 

1.2.2.2 Safety 
A high number of collisions have occurred at the Highway 1/Salinas Road 
intersection. Despite undergoing numerous safety reviews and being modified many 
times to improve safety, it still has the highest collision occurrence of any state 
highway intersection in Monterey County, and its total collision rate is twice the 
statewide average for similar intersections with comparable traffic volumes. 

Highway 1 Safety Corridor Task Force 
A task force was formed in 1997 to evaluate the collision problem and make 
recommendations to reduce collisions on the two-lane section of Highway 1 between 
Castroville and the Monterey/Santa Cruz county line, including the Salinas Road 
intersection. Team members included representatives of the California Highway 
Patrol, Caltrans, Emergency Services, Monterey County Public Works, elected 
officials, the Chamber of Commerce, the county school district, Pacific Gas and 
Electric, and the Moss Landing Harbor District. 
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The task force recommended increasing CHP enforcement, doing a safety public 
outreach program, installing safety corridor signs, establishing a daylight headlight 
zone, adding flashing beacons at the Salinas Road intersection, and installing a 
northbound off-ramp to eastbound Salinas Road. Implementation of the task force’s 
recommended safety improvements reduced fatal and rear-end collisions at the 
intersection, but the total collision rate has since increased. The task force 
recommends building an interchange at Salinas Road.  

Types of Collisions 
From January 1999 to December 2003, there were 76 collisions at the intersection of 
Highway 1 and Salinas Road. These resulted in 26 injuries and two deaths.  

About 45% of the collisions were rear-ends. About half of those occurred in the 
northbound Highway 1 lane, when drivers collided with cars that had stopped ahead 
of them to allow traffic to cross from southbound Highway 1 to Salinas Road. The 
other half of the rear-ends occurred in the southbound lane of Highway 1, when the 
line of cars waiting to turn left extended beyond the turn lane and into the through 
lane (the main flow of traffic).  

Up to 30% of collisions at the intersection were the more severe broadside or 
sideswipe type of collision. These occurred when cars turning left, either from 
southbound Highway 1 onto eastbound Salinas Road or from westbound Salinas 
Road onto southbound Highway 1, were struck by traffic traveling through the 
intersection on Highway 1. 

Collision Rates 
Caltrans calculates collision rates to evaluate the relative safeness of a highway and to 
set priorities for safety improvement work. A collision rate is expressed as a ratio 
between the number of collisions that occur over a set time period on a certain 
roadway segment and the average traffic volume traveling over the length of that 
segment. The calculated ratio can then be compared to ratios calculated for similar 
highway segments to establish the relative safeness of the given segment.  

Table 1 shows the collision rate for the intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road, 
while Table 2 shows the collision rate for Highway 1 within the project limits during 
the five-year period from January 1, 1999 to December 31, 2003. 
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Table 1. Collision Rate for the Intersection of Salinas Road and 
Highway 1 

Accident Type Actual Rate Statewide Average 
Fatal 0.028 0.013 
Fatal + Injury 0.39 0.24 
Total 1.05 0.58 

 

With a total of 76 collisions, close to twice as many collisions occurred at the Salinas 
Road intersection compared to similar intersections statewide. The collision rate at 
the Salinas Road intersection was calculated to be 1.05 collisions per million vehicle 
miles, while the statewide average collision rate for similar intersections with 
equivalent traffic volumes was 0.58 collisions per million vehicle miles.  

Table 2. Collision Rate for Highway 12  

Accident Type Actual Rate Statewide Average 
Fatal 0.02 0.033 
Fatal + Injury 0.55 0.44 
Total 1.68 0.91 

 

Within the entire project limits, between Jensen Road and Trafton Road, the collision 
rate was about 1.85 times the rate for similar highways. Over the five-year period 
studied, there were 170 collisions; these resulted in 54 injuries and two deaths. The 
collision rate in the project limits was calculated to be 1.68 collisions per million 
vehicle miles, while the statewide average collision rate for similar intersections with 
equivalent traffic volumes was 0.91 collisions per million vehicle miles. 

1.2.2.3 Capacity 
Capacity of the existing two-lane Highway 1 is about 1,650 vehicles per lane per 
hour, or a combined total of 3,300 vehicles per hour. Currently, an average of 23,600 
vehicles travel on Highway 1 each day. Of these vehicles, 13,000 are traveling 
northbound; the remaining 10,600 are traveling southbound. About 10% of this 
number, or 2,300 vehicles, travel through the Salinas Road intersection during the 
weekday’s most heavily traveled hour (called the peak hour). On summer weekends, 
when recreational traffic also uses Highway 1, an average of 2,500 vehicles (or 8%  

                                                 
2 Within the project limits. 
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more than the weekday peak hour number) travel through the intersection during the 
heaviest hour of travel. Trucks make up about 10% of the traffic, except during 
harvest season when that percentage increases. 

1.2.2.4 Level of Service 
The quality of traffic flow on a particular roadway is designated by a level of service 
score. Level of service is a qualitative measure of the effect that speed, travel time, 
traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort, convenience and 
operating costs have on driving conditions. Level of service is expressed as a range of 
traffic flow, designated as A through F. Level A represents free-flowing traffic 
conditions; level F represents very congested traffic conditions, with stop-and-go 
traffic and long delays. Figure 3 defines levels of service for two-lane highways 
similar to Highway 1. Figure 4 defines levels of service for intersections with no 
traffic signals similar to the intersection of Salinas Road and Highway 1. 

During the peak hour, southbound Highway 1 provides only a single lane and 
currently operates at level of service F. Northbound Highway 1, which is a single lane 
at Salinas Road but increases to two lanes a half-mile north near the Trafton Road 
undercrossing, currently operates at level of service D during the peak hour. The 
intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road currently operates at level of service F 
during the peak hour.  

Levels of service are predicted to decline in the future if no improvements are made 
to the intersection. In the year 2030, level of service for southbound Highway 1 and 
the intersection would remain at F and delays would increase considerably. Level of 
service for northbound Highway 1 and Salinas Road would decline to F and 
experience considerable delay. 

1.2.2.5 Economic Development 
The area surrounding the project in Monterey County, bounded by Highways 1, 101, 
129 and 156, supports substantial agricultural and rural density residential land uses. 
Additionally, there are small amounts of agricultural industrial and low- and medium- 
density residential land uses.  
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Figure 3  Level of Service for Two-Lane Highways 
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Figure 4  Level of Service for Intersections with No Signals 
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There is no urban center in the project area. Instead, the area is dotted with widely 
scattered small communities such as Moss Landing (Pop. 300), Castroville (Pop. 
6,700), Las Lomas (Pop. 3,000), Aromas (Pop. 2,700) and Pajaro (Pop. 3,400).3 The 
area is attractive to families wanting homes in a rural atmosphere. The area’s housing 
and population are projected to increase 16%, and employment is projected to 
increase 19% by the year 2025. 4 

Two miles to the north, in Santa Cruz County, is the Pajaro Valley and the city of 
Watsonville (Pop. 47,600). The Pajaro Valley is noted for its thriving agricultural and 
flower industries. Watsonville’s economy is based in the processing and distribution 
of agricultural products, but has recently diversified to include electronics, 
manufacturing and service firms. The area’s housing is projected to increase 49%; the 
population is projected to increase by 53%; and employment is projected to increase 
39% by the year 2025.5 

1.2.2.6 Transportation Demand 
A Travel Demand and Forecasting study is used to document regional travel patterns 
and route choices drivers make when traveling between specific locations. Caltrans 
conducted such a study for the Salinas Road intersection to forecast the way traffic 
patterns might grow and change in the future, with and without an interchange, as a 
result of planned growth.6  The study used the 2002 Association of Monterey Bay 
Area Governments conformity model, which contains estimates of future Monterey 
County housing, employment and planned growth to 2025, to complete the analysis.7 
Caltrans adjusted the model using recent traffic counts and speed surveys to complete 
the forecasting study. 

Within the local surrounding area in Monterey County, the forecast is for modest 
growth in housing, population, employment and traffic through the year 2025, with a 
projected increase in housing and population of 16% and a projected increase in 
employment of 19% by 2025. Forecasted growth in the surrounding area of Santa 
Cruz County is projected to be stronger, with a projected increase in housing and 

                                                 
3 U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 
4 "Modeling and Forecasting Documentation Memo: Final Salinas Road Interchange Study."  Prepared by Caltrans 
District 5 Transportation Planning Staff, June 12, 2003. 
5 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments "2004 Population, Housing and Employment Forecasts for Santa 
Cruz County."  
6 "Modeling and Forecasting Documentation Memo: Final Salinas Road Interchange Study."  Prepared by Caltrans 
District 5 Transportation Planning Staff, June 12, 2003. 
7 2002 Conformity Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments Travel Demand Model. 
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population of roughly 50% and a projected increase in housing of about 40% by the 
year 2025. The study concluded that a Salinas Road interchange would mainly 
influence traffic patterns in these local areas. Traffic using the intersection is expected 
to increase 1.7% per year through 2025.  

The following tables show the increase in vehicles passing through the intersection, 
during the peak PM hour, in 2000 (Table 3) and 2030 (Table 4). Table 5 shows the 
percentage of increase of vehicles traveling through the intersection, in the peak p.m. 
hour, between 2000 and 2030. 

Table 3. Number of Vehicles Traveling through the Intersection in the 
PM Peak Hour in 2000  

Number of Vehicles Traveling To: Traveling 
From Northbound Highway 1 Southbound Highway 1 Eastbound Salinas Rd

Northbound 
Highway 1 1,240 NA 130 

Southbound 
Highway 1 NA 1,040 430 

Westbound 
Salinas Road 370 50 NA 

NA: Not applicable.  
Source: Modeling and Forecasting Documentation Memo: Final Salinas Road Interchange Study, June 12, 2003 

Table 4. Number of Vehicles Traveling through the Intersection in the 
PM Peak Hour in 2030  

Number of Vehicles Traveling To: Traveling 
From Northbound Highway 1 Southbound Highway 1 Eastbound Salinas Rd

Northbound 
Highway 1 1,940 NA 180 

Southbound 
Highway 1 NA 2,180 780 

Westbound 
Salinas Road 550 290 NA 

NA: Not applicable.   
Source: Modeling and Forecasting Documentation Memo: Final Salinas Road Interchange Study, June 12, 2003 
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Table 5. Percentage of Annual Increase, from 2000 to 2030, of Vehicles 
Traveling through the Intersection in the PM Peak Hour 

Percentage of Vehicles Traveling To: Vehicles 
Traveling 

From Northbound Highway 1 Southbound Highway 1 Eastbound Salinas Rd

Northbound 
Highway 1 1.50% NA 1.00% 

Southbound 
Highway 1 NA 2.50% 1.50% 

Westbound 
Salinas Road 1.20% 1.20% NA 
NA: Not applicable.  
Source: Modeling and Forecasting Documentation Memo: Final Salinas Road Interchange Study, June 12, 2003 

  

1.2.2.7 Highway Deficiencies 
Geometric Deficiencies 
Within the project limits, Highway 1 is classified as freeway with access control north 
of Salinas Road. South of Salinas Road, it is classified as a two-lane undivided 
conventional highway with no access control. The posted speed limit in the project 
area is 55 miles per hour. There is a flashing beacon alerting southbound highway 
traffic to the intersection. The highway is divided by a median of up to 14 meters (46 
feet) wide.  

North of Salinas Road, the highway consists of four 3.6-meter (12-foot) lanes with 
outside shoulders varying in width from 1.1 to 3.6 meters (3.6 to 12 feet) and inside 
shoulders varying in width from 1.1 to 3.6 meters (3.6 to 12 feet). The lanes north of 
Salinas Road consist of: 

• A single northbound through lane 
• A single northbound merge lane, for traffic entering northbound Highway 1 from 

westbound Salinas Road 
• A single southbound through lane  
• A single southbound left-turn lane, for traffic turning onto eastbound Salinas 

Road from southbound Highway 1 
  

South of Salinas Road, the highway consists of two 3.6-meter (12-foot) through lanes 
(one northbound and one southbound), with 1.5- to 2.4-meter (5- to 8-foot) outside 
shoulders and 1.1- to 1.5-meter (3.6- to 5-foot) inside shoulders.  
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Standard highway measurements would be 3.6-meter-wide (12-foot-wide) lanes with 
3-meter (10-foot) outside shoulders, 1.5-meter (5-foot) inside shoulders and an 18-
meter (60-foot) median.  

Unrestricted Access onto the Highway 
Highway 1 between Jensen Road and Salinas Road is a rural two-lane highway 
intersected by numerous at-grade farm roads and driveways. At the project’s southern 
end, Jensen Road intersects the highway from the west in a “T” configuration. 
Motorists entering the highway there are controlled by a stop sign; they can turn 
either right or left onto the highway. A small vegetable stand with driveways onto 
Jensen Road and Highway 1 sits on the northwest corner of the intersection. North of 
Jensen Road, unpaved farm roads enter the highway about every 500 feet from both 
the east and west. A paved driveway leading to a large complex of agriculture-related 
services (Hilltop Industries) enters the highway from the west about a quarter mile 
south of the Salinas Road intersection.   

Salinas Road meets the highway in a “T” intersection, requiring drivers to cross 
highway traffic when making left turns, either from southbound Highway 1 to 
eastbound Salinas Road or from westbound Salinas Road to southbound Highway 1.  

The left turn with the greatest potential for conflict and delay is from southbound 
Highway 1 to eastbound Salinas Road. During the peak hour, about 430 vehicles 
make this turn across the northbound highway lane, which is carrying about 1,240 
vehicles per hour. For vehicles to make the turn, they must line up in the 175-meter-
long (575-foot-long) inside left-turn lane of southbound Highway 1. The average wait 
is about a minute until a gap opens to turn. At times, the waiting cars extend beyond 
the end of the left-turn lane and into the through lane, blocking southbound travel on 
Highway 1. For vehicles at the end of the full left-turn lane, the wait to turn can take 
up to 20 minutes.  

These conditions can lead to driver frustration. Motorists who travel the road 
regularly during the peak hour tell of many inappropriate and illegal moves made by 
other motorists attempting to turn without delay. 

The left-turn from westbound Salinas Road to southbound Highway 1 is controlled by 
a stop sign. During the peak hour, approximately 50 vehicles turn left across 
northbound traffic and into an acceleration lane to travel south on Highway 1.  
Because northbound traffic does not have to stop and is traveling at highway speeds, 
the wait to make this left turn is about a minute. 
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North of the Salinas Road intersection, access onto the highway is restricted. A 
quarter mile north of the intersection, just south of the Trafton Road undercrossing, 
the highway widens to four lanes.  

1.3 Alternatives 

This section describes the process that was used to develop the alternatives proposed 
for the project and to identify the preferred alternative. The alternatives considered 
are discussed in this section as build alternatives. The no-build alternative is also 
discussed in this section as a basis for comparison, pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality Act. Also 
discussed are the alternatives that were considered and withdrawn from further 
evaluation. 

After circulation of the draft environmental document and consideration of comments 
received, Alternative 7 was selected as the preferred alternative. Minor design 
changes were made to Alternative 7, as indicated in the discussion below, as a result 
of input from federal, state and local agencies and the public. Caltrans/Federal 
Highway Administration has made a final determination of the project’s effect on the 
environment. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, no 
immitigable significant adverse impacts were identified. Caltrans has prepared a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration. Similarly, the Federal Highway Administration has 
determined that the action does not significantly impact the environment and has 
issued a Finding of No Significant Impact in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

1.3.1 Alternatives Development Process 
Representatives of Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration, in coordination 
with the Transportation Agency of Monterey County, regulating and permitting 
agencies and representatives from the Salinas Road Citizens Advisory Group, formed 
the project development team. The team met every four to six months throughout the 
three-year project development process. (See also Chapter 3, Comments and 
Coordination, for additional detail.) The team met to identify important project issues, 
write the project’s purpose statement, share perspectives and requirements unique to 
each agency or group, discuss alternative solutions, comment on suggested proposals, 
and propose avoidance and minimization measures for environmental impacts.  
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The team used criteria provided by the project’s purpose statement and relevant 
planning documents to develop and evaluate alternative solutions. The criteria 
consisted of safety, level of service, design standards, projected planned growth in the 
project’s sphere of influence, cost, time to completion, and avoidance and 
minimization of environmental, social and economic impacts. After consideration of 
comments received during circulation of the draft environmental document, 
Alternative 7 was selected as the alternative that best achieves the project purpose 
with the least impact to the environment. 

1.3.2 Selection Rationale of the Preferred Alternative 
Alternative 7 would substantially improve safety and operations, while minimizing 
environmental impacts within the project limits. At the intersection of Highway 1 and 
Salinas Road, safety would be enhanced, and turning conflicts eliminated between the 
two roadways, by providing a separated grade crossing and restricting access to and 
from the highway. Under Alternative 7, level of service is projected to be A on the 
ramps, the best service levels of all the considered alternatives. Impacts would be 
minimized with Alternative 7 through the use of sensitive design techniques.  

Alternative 7 would have the least impact on the environment: it would convert the 
least amount of land to transportation use, have the least impact to farmlands, 
wetlands and other waters, and have only minimal impacts to California red-legged 
frog habitat.  

1.3.3 Build Alternatives  
Three build alternatives and the no-build alternatives were considered in the draft 
environmental document. These build alternatives were: 

• Alternative 1: Compact Diamond Interchange (Figure 5) 
• Alternative 5: Diamond Interchange with Southbound Loop Off-ramp (Figure 6)  
• Alternative 7: Diamond Interchange with Southbound Loop On-ramp (Figure 7a) 

1.3.4 The Preferred Alternative 
After circulation of the draft environmental document and consideration of public 
comments, Alternative 7 was selected as the preferred alternative. It was also 
recommended that minor design changes be made to Alternative 7 as a result of 
comments received during circulation of the draft environmental document. These 
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design changes, shown in Figure 7b, are described in Section 1.3.4.2 Unique Features 
of the Build Alternatives. 
 
1.3.4.1 Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives 
Many features common to each of the build alternatives were designed to avoid or 
minimize environmental impacts. As these common features are described below, 
impact avoidance and minimization that resulted from a particular design feature are 
noted, along with the description of that feature.  

Each of the build alternatives would include the following features: 

• All interchange configurations would lower the profile of Highway 1 and would 
separate the grade by constructing a bridge to carry Salinas Road over Highway 1. 
This design feature was incorporated into the build alternatives to minimize 
impacts to the rural scenic qualities of the project area (see 
Visual/Aesthetics,2.2.6).  

• All interchange configurations would provide a compact diamond off-ramp from 
northbound Highway 1 to eastbound Salinas Road and a compact diamond on-
ramp from westbound Salinas Road to northbound Highway 1. Each ramp would 
consist of a single 3.6-meter (12-foot) lane with a 0.6-meter (2-foot) left shoulder 
and a 2.4-meter (8-foot) right shoulder. The off-ramp would widen to two 3.6-
meter (12-foot) lanes as it approaches Salinas Road.  The on-ramp would start 
with two 3.6 meter (12 foot) lanes at the intersection and narrow to one 3.6 meter 
(12 foot) lane as it connects to the highway. 

• Traffic signals would be added to regulate traffic movement between Salinas 
Road and all ramps at the interchange.   

• All interchange configurations would construct the Salinas Road bridge with a 
4.8-meter-wide (16-foot-wide) median, which would be striped to allow for left 
turns onto the ramps. In addition, 2.4-meter-wide (8-foot-wide) striped shoulders 
would be provided on each side of the bridge to accommodate bicycles and 
pedestrians (see Traffic and Transportation,2.2.5.  

• The two southbound through lanes, which currently narrow to one lane about 200 
meters (656 feet) south of the Trafton Road undercrossing, would be extended 
560 meters (1,800 feet) south to the new interchange to increase safety and 
provide continuity. Continuation of the second southbound lane would not be 
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extended south past the interchange because the increased capacity would not be 
required and the narrower project footprint would minimize impacts to farmlands 
and the area’s scenic qualities. An advisory design exception has been approved 
for this feature (see Farmlands, 2.2.3 and Visual/Aesthetics, 2.2.6).  

• All build alternatives would restrict entry and exit to the highway from driveways 
and farm roads both east and west of the highway, between Jensen Road and the 
interchange, by adding frontage roads. The frontage roads would funnel drivers 
using driveways and farm roads to Highway 1 via the new interchange. Both 
frontage roads were located as close as possible to Highway 1 to minimize 
impacts to farmlands (see Farmlands, 2.2.3).  

• The frontage road on the west side of the highway, from Jensen Road to the new 
interchange, would be between 10 and 25 meters (33 and 85 feet) from and 
parallel to the highway. It would be paved, 12 meters (40 feet) wide and would 
include a striped (Class III) 2.4-meter-wide (8-foot-wide) bike lane and bus stops. 
Parking would be prohibited, and the right-of-way would be fenced. Upon 
completion of construction, the frontage road would be relinquished to the County 
of Monterey.  

• Highway 1 at the intersection with Jensen Road would be improved by providing 
enough room for standard-sized trucks to turn onto and off of Jensen Road (see 
Figure 9).  

• The existing drainage system extending the length of the project would be 
modified using a combination of pipes, concrete-lined ditches and vegetated 
ditches.  

• A fire-suppression pond southwest of the intersection would be reconfigured. The 
capacity of the pond would remain the same, and water would be available during 
the entire construction period.  

• New right-of-way would be purchased to accommodate construction. 

• During construction, a detour would be provided, configured the same as the 
existing intersection, parallel and east of the existing highway. This detour would 
fit roughly within the alignment of the ultimate northbound on- and off-ramps 
(see Figure 10).  
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• Emergency vehicle access would be provided at all times during construction. 

1.3.4.2 Unique Features of the Build Alternatives 
Alternative 1: Compact Diamond Interchange 
This interchange would provide a four-lane, 60-meter-long (197-foot-long) bridge to 
carry Salinas Road over Highway 1. The bridge would consist of two 3.6-meter-wide 
(12-foot-wide) eastbound lanes, one 3.6-meter-wide (12-foot-wide) westbound lane, 
and a 4.8-meter-wide (16-foot-wide) median lane for left turns (see Figure 11).  

A private access road would be added east of the highway starting at Jensen Road, 
running from 10 to 25 meters (33 to 85 feet) from and parallel to the highway and 
extending 700 meters (2,300 feet) to the north. It would be paved with aggregate and 
6 meters (20 feet) wide. Upon completion of construction, this road would be 
privately owned. Figure 8 shows the cross-section of the frontage road and highway 
improvements. 

Standard one-way diagonal ramps would be provided between Highway 1 and Salinas 
Road. The intersection of the western frontage road and Salinas Road would lie about 
150 meters (492 feet) west of the ramps and would be uncontrolled. Figure 5 shows 
this interchange configuration.  

Alternative 5: Diamond Interchange with Southbound Loop Off-ramp 
This interchange would provide a three-lane, 70-meter-long (230-foot-long) bridge to 
carry Salinas Road over Highway 1. The bridge would have one 3.6-meter-wide (12-
foot-wide) lane in each direction and a 4.8-meter-wide (16-foot-wide) median lane for 
left turns (see Figure 11).  

A private access road would be added east of the highway starting at Jensen Road, 
running from 10 to 25 meters (33 to 85 feet) from and parallel to the highway and 
extending 700 meters (2,300 feet) to the north. It would be paved with aggregate and 
6 meters (20 feet) wide. Upon completion of construction, this road would be 
privately owned. Figure 8 shows the cross-section of the frontage road and highway 
improvements. 

This interchange would provide one-way diagonal ramps for each turn between 
Highway 1 and Salinas Road, except for the southbound Highway 1 to eastbound 
Salinas Road turn. This turn would be accommodated with a loop off-ramp in the 
southwest quadrant between the highway and the southbound on-ramp. It would meet 
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Salinas Road in a “T” configuration, which would require traffic to either stop or 
make a controlled right turn from the off-ramp to eastbound Salinas Road. The 
western frontage road would be located about 250 meters (820 feet) west of Highway 
1 and would be uncontrolled. Figure 6 shows this interchange configuration.  

Preferred Alternative 
Alternative 7: Diamond Interchange with Southbound Loop On-ramp 
This interchange would provide a four-lane, 63-meter-long (207-foot-long) bridge to 
carry Salinas Road over Highway 1 (see Figure 7b). The bridge would provide two 
3.6-meter-wide (12-foot-wide) eastbound lanes, one 3.6-meter-wide (12-foot-wide) 
westbound lane for through traffic and a 4.8-meter-wide (16-foot-wide) median lane 
for left turns (see Figure 11).  

A private access road would be added on the east side of the highway starting 690 
meters (2,265 feet) north of Jensen Road and extending 1,225 meters (4,020 feet) to 
Salinas Road. The private access road would be essentially parallel to Highway 1 at 
the base of the fill slope for the highway and the northbound off-ramp. It would enter 
Salinas Road at a 90-degree angle, 125 meters (410 feet) east of where the 
northbound off-ramp enters Salinas Road. It would be paved with aggregate and 6 
meters (20 feet) wide. Upon completion of construction, this road would be privately 
owned. See Figure 7b. 

In coordination with the County of Monterey, slopes of both the eastern and western 
frontage roads have been made steeper, increased from 1:4 to 1:2, where safety would 
not be compromised, to minimize the footprint of these roadways on adjacent 
farmlands.  

This interchange would provide one-way diagonal ramps for each turn between 
Highway 1 and Salinas Road, except for the turn of Salinas Road to southbound 
Highway 1. This turn would be accommodated with a loop on-ramp in the northwest 
quadrant between the highway and the southbound off-ramp, permitting an 
unobstructed right turn from westbound Salinas Road to southbound Highway 1.  

After consideration of comments made on the draft environmental document, the 
radius of the southbound loop on-ramp was decreased from 56 meters (184.0 feet) to 
45 meters (148.0 feet). As a result, the southbound off-ramp and the western frontage 
road alignments have been pulled in closer to the highway. These changes were made 
to minimize impacts to farmlands as requested by permitting agencies in their 
comments on the draft environmental document. 
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Two 3.6-meter-wide (12-foot-wide) left-turn lanes would be provided on the 
southbound off-ramp where it intersects Salinas Road. The frontage road connection 
would be directly opposite and aligned with the southbound off-ramp. A mandatory 
design exception has been approved for this feature. Figure 7b shows this interchange 
configuration.  

Traffic signals would include emergency vehicle and bicycle detector loops.    

The existing drainage system extending the length of the project would be modified 
using a combination of pipes, concrete-lined ditches and vegetated ditches. The 
vegetated ditches (also called bioswales) would consist of at least 1,524 linear meters 
(5,000 feet), 1 hectare (2.5 acres), of vegetated ditches that receive highway runoff 
(for transferring and filtering highway water runoff). The ditches would be seeded 
with grasses and other low-growing vegetation to provide the greatest filtering 
capacity. 

1.3.5 No-Build Alternative 
The no-build alternative would leave the intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road 
as it is, in its at-grade “T” configuration. The no-build alternative would not meet the 
project’s purpose of improving the safety and function of the intersection. Collisions 
would continue to occur and, over time, increase and worsen. The highway and 
intersection would continue to operate at a level of service F during the peak hour 
and, over time, delays would increase.  

1.3.6 Comparison of Alternatives 
Table 6 compares the effects of the build, the preferred and no-build alternatives, 
considered in the environmental document, for the proposed project. In some 
instances, the effects of all alternatives are the same. If effects vary by alternative, 
they are highlighted in Table 6.  
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Figure 5  Alternative 1 
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Figure 6  Alternative 5 
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Figure 7a  Alternative 7 
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Figure 7b Preferred Alternative 7 
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Figure 8  Typical Cross-Section  
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Figure 9  Proposed Improvements at Jensen Road 
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Figure 10  Highway 1 Construction Detour at Salinas Road 
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Figure 11  Cross-sections of Alternative Salinas Road Bridges 
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Table 6. Summary of Project Effects by Alternative8  

Comparison Criteria Alternative 1 Alternative 5 Alternative 7 Preferred Alternative: 
Alternative 7 with revisions 

No-Build 
Alternative 

Safety Improved Improved Improved Improved Increased collisions  

Level of Service9 
Ramps LOS A/B 
Hwy 1 NB LOS A 
Hwy 1 SB LOS D 

Ramps LOS A/B 
Hwy 1 NB LOS A 
Hwy 1 SB LOS D 

Ramps LOS A/A     
Hwy 1 NB LOS A 
Hwy 1 SB LOS D 

Ramps LOS A/A     
Hwy 1 NB LOS A 
Hwy 1 SB LOS D 

Intersection LOS F 
Hwy 1 NB LOS F 
Hwy 1 SB LOS F 

Design Standards 

Meets design standards. Includes 
approved design exception for 
reduction in number of southbound 
highway lanes, interchange spacing  
and narrow highway median.   

Meets design standards. Includes 
approved design exception for 
reduction in number of southbound 
highway lanes, interchange spacing  
and narrow highway median.   

Meets design standards. Includes 
approved design exception for 
alignment of western frontage road, 
reduction in number of southbound 
highway lanes, interchange spacing 
and narrow highway median.   

Meets design standards. Includes 
approved design exception for 
alignment of western frontage road, 
reduction in number of southbound 
highway lanes, interchange spacing 
and narrow highway median.   

Does not meet design 
standards 

Time to Construct 24 months 24 months  24 months 24 months N/A 

Current Cost 
of 

Construction 
$27.3 million $27.7 million $27.5 million $35.3 million  N/A 

Cost 
Cost for 
Design 

Construction 
& ROW 

Escalated to 
2008/2009 

$39.8 million $40.3 million $40.0 million $46.0 million N/A 

Potential Environmental Impacts  

Land Use10 

 
Converts a total of 14.6 ha (36.0 ac): 
12.6 ha (31.2 ac)  of CAP,  
0.9 ha (2.29 ac) of CAC, and  
1.1 ha (2.6 ac) AI  
 

Converts a total of 15.7 ha (38.7 ac):  
14.0 ha (34.6 ac) CAP, 
0.6 ha (1.5 ac) CAC, and  
1.1 ha (2.6 ac) AI 

Converts a total of 13.8 ha (34.2 ac) 
12.4 ha (30.7 ac) CAP, 
0.7 ha (1.7 ac) CAC, and 
0.7 ha (1.8 ac) AI. 

Converts a total of 10.56 ha (26.1 ac) 
10.0 ha (24.7 ac) CAP, 
0.3 ha (0.8 ac) CAC, and 
0.2 ha (0.6 ac) AI. 

No land conversion  

Local Coastal 
Program Consistent with mitigation included Consistent with mitigation included Consistent with mitigation included Consistent with mitigation included N/A Coastal 

Zone  California 
Coastal Act Consistent with mitigation included Consistent with mitigation included Consistent with mitigation included Consistent with mitigation included N/A 

Growth 
Designed to accommodate planned 
growth. Not anticipated to induce 
unplanned growth. 

Designed to accommodate planned 
growth. Not anticipated to induce 
unplanned growth. 

Designed to accommodate planned 
growth. Not anticipated to induce 
unplanned growth. 

Designed to accommodate planned 
growth. Not anticipated to induce 
unplanned growth. 

Would not 
accommodate planned 
growth  

Farmlands 

Converts: 
5.0 ha (12.4 ac) Prime/Unique 
Farmland 
7.6 ha (18.6 ac) Farmlands of 
Statewide Importance 
Mitigation proposed. 

Converts: 
5.0 ha (12.2 ac) Prime/Unique 
Farmland 
9.0 ha (22.37ac) Farmlands of 
Statewide Importance 
Mitigation proposed. 

Converts: 
4.4 ha (10.8 ac) Prime/Unique 
Farmland 
8.0 ha (19.8 ac) Farmlands of 
Statewide Importance 
Mitigation proposed. 

Converts: 
4.5 ha (11.2 ac) Prime/Unique 
Farmland 
5.5 ha (13.7 ac) Farmlands of 
Statewide Importance 
Mitigation proposed. 

None 

                                                 
8 Comparison criteria and potential impacts that have been highlighted in yellow are those that differ by alternative.   
9 Level of Service in 2030 
10 CAP = Coastal Agricultural Preservation lands; CAC = Coastal Agricultural Conservation lands; AI = Agricultural Industrial lands. 
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Comparison Criteria Alternative 1 Alternative 5 Alternative 7 Preferred Alternative: 
Alternative 7 with revisions 

No-Build 
Alternative 

Bicycles Provides upgraded bicycle facility for 
Pacific Coast Bike Trail.  

Provides upgraded bicycle facility for 
Pacific Coast Bike Trail.  

Provides upgraded bicycle facility for 
Pacific Coast Bike Trail.  

Provides upgraded bicycle facility for 
Pacific Coast Bike Trail.  No change 

Transit Replaces existing bus turnouts in 
improved locations. 

Replaces existing bus turnouts in 
improved locations. 

Replaces existing bus turnouts in 
improved locations. 

Replaces existing bus turnouts in 
improved locations. No change 

Traffic & 
Trans- 

portation 

Traffic 
Interchange results in 0.3 % annual 
increase in traffic volumes from 
diverted trips and pent up demand 
with increased safety.   

Interchange results in 0.3 % annual 
increase in traffic volumes from diverted 
trips and pent up demand with 
increased safety.   

Interchange results in 0.3 % annual 
increase in traffic volumes from 
diverted trips and pent up demand 
with increased safety.   

Interchange results in 0.3 % annual 
increase in traffic volumes from 
diverted trips and pent up demand 
with increased safety.   

Does not 
accommodate existing 
traffic volumes. 
Congestion and delay 
would worsen with 
projected planned 
traffic volumes. 

Visual/Aesthetics 
Setting would appear more 
engineered and urbanized. Includes 
new lighting. Mitigation proposed.  

Setting would appear more engineered 
and urbanized. Includes new lighting.  
Mitigation proposed. 

Setting would appear more 
engineered and urbanized. Includes 
new lighting. Mitigation proposed.  
 

Setting would appear more 
engineered and urbanized. Includes 
new lighting. Mitigation proposed.  
 

None 

Water Quality and 
Stormwater Runoff 

Upgrade existing storm water drainage 
system.  

Upgrade existing storm water drainage 
system.  

Upgrade existing storm water drainage 
system.  

Upgrade existing storm water drainage 
system.  None 

Natural Communities Remove 3 oak trees=0.02 ha (0.06 ac)  
Mitigation proposed. No oak removal Remove 3 oak trees=0.02 ha (0.06 ac) 

Mitigation proposed.  
Remove 3 oak trees=0.02 ha (0.06 ac) 
Mitigation proposed.  No oak removal 

U.S. Army 
Corps 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 
Waters of 

U. S.  

0.02 ha (0.04 ac) 
Mitigation proposed. 

0.02 ha (0.04 ac) 
Mitigation proposed.  

0.02 ha (0.04 ac) 
Mitigation proposed.  

0.03 ha (0.06 ac) 
Mitigation proposed.  0 

Wetlands/ 
other 

Waters 
Coastal 

Zone 
0.01 ha (0.06 ac) 
Mitigation proposed. 

0.04 ha (0.1 ac) 
Mitigation proposed. 

0.02 ha (0.05 ac) 
Mitigation proposed. 

0.08 ha (0.2 ac) 
Mitigation proposed. 0 

Threatened/ Endangered 
Species 

Remove small patch of tules, excellent 
egg laying location for California red-
legged frogs, in fire suppression pond. 
Requires Formal Section 7 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  
Mitigation proposed.  

Remove small patch of tules, excellent 
egg laying location for California red-
legged frogs, in fire suppression pond. 
Requires Formal Section 7 consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  
Mitigation proposed.  

Requires Formal Section 7 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
Mitigation proposed.  

Formal Section 7 consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
completed 5/10/06. 
Mitigation proposed.  

No impact 

Water 
Quality SWPPP SWPPP SWPPP SWPPP None 

Construc-
tion  Traffic 

Impacts 

Highway traffic realigned through a 
detour. Left turns prohibited at Salinas 
Road for one week. Transportation 
Management Plan would be instituted 
to ensure minimal traffic impact.   

Highway traffic realigned through a 
detour. Left turns prohibited at Salinas 
Road for one week. Transportation 
Management Plan would be instituted 
to ensure minimal traffic impact.   

Highway traffic realigned through a 
detour. Left turns prohibited at Salinas 
Road for one week. Transportation 
Management Plan would be instituted 
to ensure minimal traffic impact.   

Highway traffic realigned through a 
detour. Left turns prohibited at Salinas 
Road for one week. Transportation 
Management Plan would be instituted 
to ensure minimal traffic impact.   

None 

Cumulative Impacts None None None None N/A 
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1.3.7 Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn 
As part of the project development process, six additional alternatives were 
considered, evaluated and ultimately rejected because they did not meet the project’s 
purpose. See Figure 12 for configurations of some of these alternatives.  

At-Grade Signalized Intersection: This alternative would install a signal at the 
at-grade intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road to stop traffic on the highway 
and allow left turns from southbound Highway 1 to eastbound Salinas Road and 
westbound Salinas Road to southbound Highway 1. Two additional southbound 
highway lanes, one for through traffic and one for left turns, plus one additional 
northbound highway lane would have been added to handle the number of highway 
vehicles that would wait at the signal. Even with the addition of new lanes, highway 
traffic would back up in the peak hour, and the likelihood of rear-end collisions 
would increase substantially. By the year 2030, the level of service would be F during 
the afternoon peak hour. This alternative was withdrawn, prior to development of 
numbered alternatives because of its potential for increased congestion and collisions.  

Spread Diamond Interchange (Alternative 2): The spread diamond interchange 
alternative would have provided room for the construction of loop ramps in the 
future. This alternative was withdrawn because it intended to provide more future 
capacity than was required by the Monterey County General Plan and was, therefore, 
considered to be growth inducing. It had one of the highest costs and required the 
most additional new right-of-way. This alternative also had substantial impacts to 
farmland and biological resources, and it did not provide any greater safety and 
operational improvements than Alternatives 1, 5 or 7. 

Partial Cloverleaf Interchange with Two Loop Ramps (Alternative 3): This 
interchange configuration would have provided loop ramps for the turns with the 
highest volume, within a spread diamond footprint. This alternative was withdrawn 
because it provided more capacity than needed for the predicted 2030 traffic volumes 
and was considered to be growth inducing.  

Full Cloverleaf Interchange (Alternative 4): This interchange configuration 
would have provided loop ramps for all turns, within a spread diamond footprint. This 
alternative was withdrawn because it provided more capacity than needed for 
predicted 2030 traffic volumes and was considered to be growth inducing.  
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Modified Trumpet Interchange with Roundabout (Alternative 6): This 
alternative would have provided the same interchange movements as Alternative 5, but 
would have included a roundabout at the intersection of Salinas Road and the 
northbound on- and off-ramps. This alternative was withdrawn because the roundabout 
would have required two lanes to provide the capacity needed for future traffic and 
would have resulted in long lines of vehicles waiting at Salinas Road.  

Transportation Systems Management: Transportation Systems Management 
strategies consist of actions that increase the efficiency of existing roadways; they are 
actions that increase the number of vehicle trips a road can carry without increasing 
the number of through lanes. Examples of Transportation Systems Management 
strategies include auxiliary, reversible and turning lanes, and traffic signal 
coordination. Transportation Systems Management also encourages automobile, 
public and private transit, ridesharing programs, and bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements as elements of a unified transportation system. Alternatives use 
multiple transportation modes, such as pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, rail and 
transit.  

Transportation Systems Management is not an applicable alternative for this project. 
There are no low-cost measures that would substantially increase intersection capacity 
without loss of safety. The project area has a low-density population, making 
Transportation Systems Management stand-alone options such as ridesharing and mass 
transit infeasible. Signals were considered and rejected as a solution at the intersection, 
as presented above.  
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Figure 12  Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn 
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1.4 Permits and Approvals Needed 

Table 7 lists the permits and approvals that would be required to construct any of the 
build alternatives.  

Table 7. Permits and Approvals  

Agency Permit/Approval 

Monterey County Local Coastal Development Permit 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit; Nationwide Permit 14 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Section 7 formal consultation, 
Programmatic Biological Opinion for 
California red-legged frogs, received 
5/10/06 

California Department of Fish and Game 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 401 Water Quality Certification  
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Chapter 2 Affected Environment, 
Environmental 
Consequences, and 
Avoidance, Minimization 
and/or Mitigation Measures 

This section describes the project study area and the human, physical and biological 
environments that may be affected by each alternative considered for the project. It 
explains the project’s potential impacts. It identifies measures incorporated into the 
project to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential project impacts. This section has 
been updated to include discussion of the preferred alternative, Alternative 7, 
particularly where design modifications were made to Alternative 7 in response to 
comments made during the draft document’s circulation.  

Early in the project development process, as studies were undertaken to refine the 
project need and purpose and while alternatives were being developed, an 
environmental study area was delineated that was intended to encompass the full 
range of alternative solutions. This study area is shown in Figure 13. The study area 
was the focus of environmental inventories, undertaken as part of the scoping and 
environmental analysis efforts, to describe the affected environment and identify 
environmental resources for which there was no potential for adverse impacts and 
those for which impacts needed to be avoided or minimized.  

After completion of environmental scoping efforts and environmental surveys, the 
project development team found the project’s greatest potential impacts would be to 
farmland, the area’s scenic qualities, biological resources, including California red-
legged frog, Coastal Zone wetlands, other Waters of the U.S., and oak woodlands. 
Additionally, the project had the potential to spread invasive species. These topics are 
discussed in detail later in this chapter. 

2.1 Resources with No Potential for Adverse Impacts 

As part of the scoping and environmental analyses, the following environmental 
resources were considered, but no potential for adverse impacts to these resources 
was identified. Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these resources 
in this document: 



Chapter 2  Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,  
and Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

 
 

52 Salinas Road Interchange  

• Wild and Scenic Rivers: No Wild and Scenic Rivers exist within the project 
area. 

• Parks and Recreation Facilities: No park or recreation facility is located near 
the project. 

• Growth: The proposed Salinas Road Interchange project addresses existing 
safety and operational deficiencies and has been designed to facilitate and serve 
existing and planned growth. Construction of the proposed interchange is not 
expected to induce additional development beyond that included in the Monterey 
County General Plan. Population distribution in the surrounding area would 
ultimately be determined by zoning changes made and permits issued by 
Monterey County, and no shifts in the pattern of development are expected as a 
result of the interchange.   

• Timberlands: There is no timberland within the project limits (Natural 
Environmental Study, 2004). 

• Community Impacts/Environmental Justice: Land use adjacent to the project 
area is agricultural; the closest communities are between 2 and 5 miles away. 
There are no disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations.   

• Cultural Resources: There are no eligible prehistoric or historic archaeological 
resources within the project area. There are no impacts to properties eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (Historic Properties Survey 
Report; April 2003, and Letter from the Office of Historic Preservation, July 10, 
2003). 

• Hydrology and Floodplain: The project does not encroach upon the 100-year 
floodplain; no floodplain impacts would occur with the project (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency Flood Rate Insurance Map 10/1025, Monterey 
County). 

• Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography: No major geological features are in the 
project area. No geologic or seismic features would alter the project design or 
affect public health (Preliminary Geotechnical Report, May 10, 2004). 

• Paleontology: The project is not expected to encounter paleontological resources 
(Paleontological Technical Report, April 2005). 
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• Hazardous Waste/Materials: The project area was investigated for potential 
involvement with aerially deposited lead, structures with lead-based paint and 
asbestos-containing materials and hazardous materials. The study found no 
evidence that the project would encounter any hazardous materials (Initial Site 
Assessment for Hazardous Waste, May 2002).  

• Air Quality: The project was included in the 2005 Metropolitan  Transportation 
Plan and is consistent with the most recent update of the Air Quality Management 
Plan of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, approved in 
September 2004. The proposed traffic flow improvements would lead to 
improved local air quality. Construction emissions were calculated, and none 
were found to exceed the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
thresholds. During construction, Caltrans Standard Specifications for dust control 
would be followed (Air Quality Report, April 2005). 

• Noise and Vibration: Noise at the single sensitive receptor (residence) near the 
project was measured at 57 dBA and predicted to increase by 2 dBA to 59 dBA 
with the project. These readings are below the 67 dBA Caltrans noise abatement 
criteria; no further studies or mitigation are required (Noise Technical Study, 
April 2005). Predicted noise levels fall within the range of noise levels that are 
found to be normally acceptable in the Monterey County General Plan.  

• Plant Species: No special-status plant species were found in the project area 
during biological surveys done for the project (Natural Environmental Study, 
November 2004). 

• Animal Species: Project involvement with California red-legged frog, a federally 
threatened species, is discussed in Section 2.4.4.  

2.2 Human Environment 

2.2.1 Land Use 
The project is located in the Coastal Zone in the Monterey County North County 
Coastal Planning Area.  

Regulatory Setting 
The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 is the main federal law enacted to 
preserve and protect coastal resources. This act sets up a program under which coastal 
states are encouraged to develop coastal management programs. States with an 
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approved coastal management plan are able to review federal permits and activities to 
determine if they are consistent with the state’s management plan.  

California has developed a coastal zone management plan and has enacted its own 
law, the California Coastal Act of 1976, to protect the coastline. The policies 
established by the California Coastal Act are similar to those for the Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972. They include the protection and expansion of public access 
and recreation, the protection, enhancement and restoration of environmentally 
sensitive areas, the protection of agricultural lands, lands of scenic beauty and of 
property and life from coastal hazards. The California Coastal Commission is 
responsible for implementation and oversight under the California Coastal Act.  

Just as the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 delegates power to coastal 
states to develop their own coastal management plans, the California Coastal Act 
delegates power to local governments (15 coastal counties and 58 cities) to enact their 
own Local Coastal Programs. These local programs determine the short- and long-
term use of coastal resources in their jurisdiction consistent with the California 
Coastal Act goals.  

Monterey County developed its own Local Coastal Program, which was certified by 
the California Coastal Commission in 1982 and includes various certified 
amendments since 1982. The Monterey County Local Coastal Program is the 
determining plan and regulation for areas in the coastal zone. The Monterey County 
General Plan provides broad policy guidance and background for land use in the 
project area and, for those policies not covered in the Local Coastal Program 
guidelines, it supplies specific guidance. 

Affected Area 
The project falls within the Monterey County North County Coastal Planning Area, 
which is characterized as rural with fertile coastal terraces, productive wetlands and 
inland rolling hills with some native vegetative coverage. Crops are grown on the 
coastal terraces. According to the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan, 
Title 20, the development trend is to keep this area in agricultural use.  

Monterey County’s coastal zone is divided into four distinct regions that are part of 
the Monterey County Local Coastal Program. The North County Coastal Planning 
Area includes the unincorporated area between the Marina City limits and the Santa 
Cruz County line at the Pajaro River and extends inland to encompass the Elkhorn 
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Slough watershed. All of the proposed project area falls within the North County 
Coastal Planning Area. 

The project area within the North County Coastal Planning area is made up of about 
200 acres of large contiguous areas of productive agricultural and grazing land, 
including about 3.2 hectares (8 acres) of agricultural drainage ditches, which, because 
they are regularly reconfigured and maintained, act as minimally functioning 
wetlands, and 1.61 hectares (4 acres) of oak woodland.   

Ground water is the source of all water in the planning area. One of California’s 
principal remaining estuaries, the Elkhorn Slough, is in the planning area. It lies about 
a mile from the project area and would not be affected by any of the proposed project 
alternatives. 

There is no urban center in the North County Coastal Planning Area, but areas with 
existing and proposed infrastructures services, such as Moss Landing, are identified 
in the North County Coastal Plan as appropriate locations for residential development 
and commercial uses. Pockets of low-, medium- and high-density residential land 
uses east of Salinas Road and west of Las Lomas are considered appropriate for 
residential development. In the past, rural residential development throughout the 
North County Coastal Planning Area has been steady because the area is attractive to 
families desiring homes in a rural atmosphere. According to the 2002 Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments conformity model, modest growth in housing, 
population, employment and traffic is expected in the North County Coastal Planning 
Area.  

Future Land Use 
Current and future land use trends were identified using zoning maps for Monterey 
County, the Monterey County General Plan and the North County Land Use Plan, 
including the Local Coastal Program and the Implementation Plan. The 2002 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments Conformity Model provided future 
housing, population, employment and traffic projections for the area. 

Much of the North County Coastal Planning Area is not appropriate for intensive 
development due to the sensitivity of its natural resources, protection of productive 
agricultural land and water overdraft issues, but some portions of the planning area 
are zoned for residential and industrial uses. Table 8 shows the major developments 
proposed within the North Coastal Planning Area. 
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Table 8. Proposed Major Developments Near the Project Area 

Location Jurisdiction Zoning Proposed Uses Status 
Dreisbach 
Warehouse/ 
Diamond Organic, 
Hilltop Road 

Monterey County 
Local Coastal 
Zone 

Agricultural 
Industrial 

Construct 21,500-square 
foot facility for food storage 
and shipping 

Constructed, 
2004 

Pajaro Valley Golf 
Course, South of 
Salinas Road 

Monterey County 
Local Coastal 
Zone 

High-density 
Residential and 
Outdoor Recreation 

Create 84 multi-family and 
90 single-family units. Add 9 
holes to 18-hole golf course. 
Expand clubhouse. 

Permit process 
complete 

Rancho Los 
Robles, East of 
Salinas Road at Sill 
Road 

Monterey County 
Local Coastal 
Zone 

Medium-density 
Residential 

Subdivide 31.7 acres into 
103 residential lots. 

Permit process 
complete 

Rancho Roberto, 
South of Salinas 
Road at Fruitland 
Avenue 

Monterey County 
Local Coastal 
Zone 

Medium-density 
Residential 

Subdivide 13.3 acres into 26 
residential lots. 

EIR circulating 
for review 

Source: Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department, 2004 

2.2.2 Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans 
Regional Transportation Plan for Monterey County  
The 2006 Regional Transportation Plan outlines the region’s goals and policies for 
meeting current and future transportation needs and provides a foundation for 
transportation decision-making. The proposed Salinas Road Interchange project is 
included in and consistent with the 2006 Regional Transportation Plan for Monterey 
County and the 2006 cost-constrained Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program.  

Project Consistency with Monterey County Coastal Plans 
A detailed evaluation of the consistency of the preferred Alternative 7, with 
applicable Monterey County coastal plan policies appears in Appendix I. The 
preferred alternative conforms to the policies included in Monterey County coastal 
plans. 

Land adjacent to the proposed alternatives is expected to remain in its current use, 
and none of the alternatives is expected to affect existing land use patterns in the area. 
Rather, existing zoning, as well as other regulatory, infrastructure and market 
constraints to development, are the determining factors for land use. The project has 
been designed to accommodate only the traffic volumes that are projected to occur 
with current planned growth, as directed by the Monterey County plans, through 
2030. The project has been designed to expand into lands that are immediately 
adjacent to the existing highway, as directed by the Monterey County plans. Based on 
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the preliminary right-of-way acquisition estimates, none of the build alternatives are 
expected to affect land use patterns. 

The project is essential to improve the health and safety of the traveling public. The 
project area lies in an agricultural (crop production) area and avoids all development 
to beach, dune and estuary areas. Avoidance and minimization measures were 
developed in coordination with California Coastal Commission staff, Monterey 
County staff and a citizens advisory group to minimize the project’s overall scale and 
footprint. The following features have been incorporated into the project design to 
reduce potential visual impacts:  

• The profile of the proposed bridge was placed at a lower elevation to match the 
existing landforms and reduce the scale and visibility of the structure.  

• To reduce and narrow the overall area of new pavement through the project area, 
the proposed highway widening of 2 lanes to 4 lanes was not carried through to 
Jensen Road. 

• The new loop northbound on-ramp was scaled down to the smallest radius 
feasible to reduce the footprint of the interchange. 

• Slopes were steepened from 1:4 to 1:2 where safety would not be compromised. 

• A design exemption was obtained to allow the western frontage road to be placed 
directly across from the on and off-ramps rather than several hundred meters to 
the west of the ramp intersection. This substantially reduced the overall footprint 
of the interchange. 

These design changes would reduce impacts to visual qualities, coastal wetlands and 
agricultural lands and would allow the new interchange to follow as closely to the 
existing alignment as feasible, while still allowing the project to meet the safety 
standards and project purpose. The alternative preferred is the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative.  

Additional design features and mitigation include: 

• Slope rounding and landscaping with native plants, and incorporation of 
Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee suggestions for aesthetic features of the 
project to minimize changes in the rural character of the site.  
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• Replacement and enhancement of 0.08 hectare (0.2 acre) of regularly maintained 
and reconfigured agricultural ditches, which qualify as coastal wetlands, but 
which do not currently function to filter runoff or provide habitat qualities. The 
coastal wetlands affected by the project would be replaced at a ratio of 3:1, 
monitored for three years and retained in perpetuity. In addition to this mitigation 
feature, the project includes at least 1524 lineal meters (5,000 lineal feet) of 
vegetated bioswales that would function to filter runoff and provide wetland 
habitat. 

• Replacement of coastal agricultural preservation lands at a ratio of 1:1, monitored 
by the Monterey County Agricultural and Historical Conservancy.  

While the project conflicts with Monterey County coastal policies that prohibit filling 
of coastal wetlands, the project is a safety improvement and there is no alternative 
that would further minimize impacts. The project includes mitigation measures that 
would replace and enhance wetland functions and habitat in the project area. On 
balance, the project is consistent with Monterey County coastal policies.  

Project Consistency with the California Coastal Act 
An evaluation of the consistency of the preferred alternative against applicable 
sections of the California Coastal Act appears in Appendix J. With appropriate 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures, the preferred alternative would be 
consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act.  

The project area lies in an agricultural (crop production) area and avoids all 
development to beach, dune and estuary areas. Avoidance and minimization measures 
were developed in coordination with the California Coastal Commission staff, 
Monterey County staff and the Citizens Advisory Group to minimize the project’s 
overall scale and footprint. The following design features have been incorporated into 
the project design so that the impacts to the visual character would be reduced:  

• The profile of the proposed bridge placed at a lower elevation to match the 
existing landforms and reduce the scale and visibility of the structure. 

• To reduce and narrow the overall area of new pavement through the project area, 
the proposed highway widening of 2 lanes to 4 lanes was not carried through to 
Jensen Road. 
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• The new loop northbound on-ramp was scaled down to the smallest radius 
feasible to reduce the footprint of the interchange. 

• Slopes were steepened from 1:4 to 1:2 where safety would not be compromised. 

• A design exemption was obtained to allow the western frontage road to be placed  
directly across from the on and off-ramps rather than several hundred meters to 
the west of the ramp intersection. This would substantially reduce the overall 
footprint of the interchange. 

These design changes would reduce impacts to visual qualities, coastal wetlands and 
agricultural lands and allow the new interchange to follow as closely to the existing 
alignment as feasible, while still allowing the project to meet the safety standards and 
project purpose. The alternative preferred is the least environmentally damaging 
feasible alternative.  

Additional design features and mitigation include: 

• Slope rounding and landscaping with native plants, and incorporation of 
Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee suggestions for aesthetic features of the 
project to minimize changes in the rural character of the site.  

• Replacement and enhancement of 0.08 hectare (0.2 acre) of regularly maintained 
and reconfigured agricultural ditches, which qualify as coastal wetlands, but 
which do not currently function to filter runoff or provide habitat qualities. The 
coastal wetlands affected by the project would be replaced at a ratio of 3:1, 
monitored for success and retained in perpetuity. In addition to this mitigation 
feature, the project includes at least 1524 lineal meters (5,000 lineal feet) of 
vegetated bioswales that would function to filter runoff and provide wetland 
habitat. 

• Replacement of coastal agricultural preservation lands at a ratio of 1:1, monitored 
by the Monterey County Agricultural and Historical Conservancy.  

While the project conflicts with California Coastal Act policies that prohibit filling of 
coastal wetlands, the project is a safety improvement; there is no alternative that 
would further minimize impacts. The project includes mitigation measures that would 
replace and enhance wetland functions and habitat in the project area. On balance, the 
project is consistent with California Coastal Act policies. 
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Figure 13  Environmental Project Study Area 
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2.2.3 Farmlands  
Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act and the Farmland Protection Policy Act 
(United States Code 4201-4209; and its regulations, 7 Code of Federal Regulations 
Ch. VI Part 658) require federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, to coordinate with the Natural Resources Conservation Service if 
their activities may irreversibly convert farmland (directly or indirectly) to 
nonagricultural use. For purposes of the Farmland Protection Policy Act, farmland 
includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or local importance. 
The land does not currently have to be used for cropland. It can be forestland, 
pastureland, cropland or other land, but not water or urban developed land.  

The California Environmental Quality Act requires the review of projects that would 
convert Williamson Act contract land to non-agricultural land and to encourage open 
space preservation and efficient urban growth. The Williamson Act provides 
incentives to landowners through reduced property taxes to deter the early conversion 
of agricultural and open-space lands to other uses. 

The California Coastal Commission and County of Monterey regulate agricultural 
lands through the California Coastal Act and Monterey County Local Coastal 
Program. The regulations encourage maintaining the maximum amount of prime 
agricultural land in production to assure the protection of the area’s economy. They, 
furthermore, encourage protection of agricultural preservation and conservation lands 
through the establishment of stable boundaries between urban and rural areas, by 
locating new development contiguous to existing developed area and by minimizing 
conversions or divisions of these agricultural lands.  

Affected Environment 
Agricultural Profile 
The predominant land use surrounding this project is agricultural. The land adjacent 
to the proposed project has been in agricultural production for more than 50 years. 
According to the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan, Title 20, the 
development trend is to keep this area in agricultural use.  

The agricultural parcels in the project area range in size from 2 hectares (5 acres) to 
89 hectares (220 acres), with the average size being 30.4 hectares (75 acres). By 
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comparison, the average agricultural parcel in Monterey County is 517 hectares 
(1,277 acres). Farmers in the project area typically own or lease contiguous parcels, 
combining them for cost-effective use.  

Agriculture represents more than 40 percent of Monterey County’s total economy. 
The county is the number one vegetable-producing region in the nation. Monterey 
County crops production and value-added agricultural products exceed $12 billion per 
year. Organic farming production in the county has increased from a value of $12 
million in 1994 to more than $120 million in 2002. Monterey County’s farmland 
represents only 1 percent of the farmland acres in California, but produces 10 percent 
of the state’s farm income. Top value crops for Monterey County in 2002 are listed in 
Table 9.  

Table 9.  Top Value Crops in Monterey County  

Crop Value in millions 
Lettuce (head and leaf combined) $738.5 
Broccoli $265.9 
Strawberries $226.8 
Nursery $219.0 
Grapes $147.0 
Spinach $129.0 
Spring salad mix $119.0 

                   Source: Monterey County Crop Report, 2002 
 

Historically, apples were produced in the project area. Later, potatoes, strawberries 
and truck crops (lettuce, broccoli and cauliflower) were grown. For the last 10 years, 
strawberries, flowers and artichokes have been the predominant crops grown in the 
project area. Groundwater is the main source of water for irrigation, and all acreage is 
drip irrigated, mostly subsurface, with overhead sprinkling at transplanting time to set 
the plants before rainfall.  

Trends in Agricultural Land Use 
Agricultural acreage in Monterey County remained fairly stable from 1992 to 2002. 
According to the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program, approximately 525,409 hectares (1,298,301 acres) of land were 
dedicated to agriculture in 2002, compared to 528,376 hectares (1,305,631 acres) in 
1992. When acreage is further separated into agricultural land type, the changes in the 
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amount of farmland11 and grazing land12 over the 10-year period between 1992 and 
2002 are further clarified, as shown in Table 10. 

Table 10.   Change in Agricultural Acreage for Monterey County   

Year Grazing Land Farmland 

1992 437,492 hectares (1,081,054 acres) 91,018 hectares (224,909 acres) 
2002 429,226 hectares (1,060,630 acres) 96,857 hectares (239,335 acres) 

Change Loss of:   
8,266 hectares (20,424 acres)

Increase of:  
5,839 hectares (14,426 acres)

     Source: California Department of Conservation 2004 

Changes in the amount of agricultural land (grazing plus farmland) are minimal, only 
about 0.6 percent in a 10-year period. However, the quality of agricultural land has 
also changed over this period. Between 1992 and 2002, Monterey County has 
approved the conversion of about 3 percent of prime farmland to urban development 
and other non-agricultural uses.13  Over the same period, this loss was partially offset 
by conversion of more than 2 percent of grazing land to farmland, primarily planted 
in wine grapes.  

Important Farmland 
The State Department of Conservation identifies “Important Farmland” to analyze 
impacts to California’s agricultural resources. The classification system combines 
technical soil ratings, current land use and irrigation status as the basis for identifying 
Important Farmland. There are three types of Important Farmland recognized by the 
State Department of Conservation: prime farmland, farmland of statewide 
importance, and unique farmland. See Figure 14 for an illustration of farmland types 
in the project area for each of the build alternatives and Figure 15 for an illustration of 
farmland types in relation to the design of the preferred alternative. 

• Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for crop production. It has the soil quality, growing season and 
moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields of crops when 

                                                 
11 "farmland" is roughly equivalent to agricultural lands with a zoning designation of 
agricultural preservation. 
12 "grazing land" is roughly equivalent to agricultural lands with a zoning designation of 
agricultural conservation. 
13 California Department of Conservation, 2002. 
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treated and managed, including water management, according to current 
farming methods.  

• Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime Farmland, but with 
minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to hold and store 
moisture. 

• Unique Farmland is land of lesser-quality soils used for the production of 
specific high economic value crops at some time during the two update cycles 
prior to the mapping date. It has the special combination of soil quality, 
location, growing season and moisture supply needed to produce sustained 
high quality or high yields of a specific crop when treated and managed 
according to current farming methods.  

Table 11 shows the number of hectares (acres) within the project area, Monterey 
County and California that are designated as “Important Farmland.”   

Table 11.  Amounts of "Important Farmland"   

Farmland 
Type 

Hectares (Acres) in 
Project Area 

Hectares (Acres) in 
Monterey County1 

Hectares (Acres) in 
California2 

Prime 
Farmland 

24.7 hectares 
(61.0 acres) 

68,529.0 hectares  
(169,338.0 acres) 

1,977,037.0 hectares 
(4,885,366.0 acres) 

Farmland of 
Statewide 
Importance 

51.0 hectares 
(125.9 acres) 

18,618.0 hectares 
(46,007.0 acres) 

964,920.0 hectares 
(2,384,37.0 acres) 

Unique 
Farmland 

10.5 hectares 
(25.9 acres) 

10,305.0 hectares 
(25,465.0 acres) 

496,667.0 hectares 
(1,227,292.0 acres) 

Total Amount 
of "Important 
Farmland"  

86.2 hectares 
(212.7 acres) 

97,453.0 hectares  
(240,812.0 acres) 

3,438,625.0 hectares 
(8,497,029.0 acres) 

1Source: Monterey County 2000-2002 Land Use Conversion Table A-17 
2Source: California Department of Conservation, 2000 

 

Agricultural Preserve and Williamson Act Lands 
An agricultural preserve is an area within which a city or county can enter into 
Williamson Act contracts with landowners. The boundary is designated by resolution 
by the board of supervisors or city council having jurisdiction. The area must be 
devoted to either agricultural use, recreational use, or open-space, or any combination 
of those uses.  
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In the project area, the Williamson Act is a voluntary land conservation program 
overseen by Monterey County. The basic purpose of the Williamson Act is to 
preserve agricultural lands and prevent their conversion to non-agricultural uses. A 
property must first be designated an agricultural preserve in order for it to be eligible 
for a Williamson Act contract. The contract is established by landowner request and 
is entered into by and between the property owner and the County of Monterey to 
enforceably restrict the use of the land to agricultural and compatible uses for a 
minimum of 20 years.  

Monterey County requires a minimum of 40.0 hectares (100 acres) and a gross 
income of $8,000.00 per acre to qualify under a Williamson Act contract. Monterey 
County currently has 297,912 hectares (736,158 acres) in Williamson Act and 
Farmland Security Zone contracts. Only one parcel of land within the project area has 
entered into a Williamson Act contract. According to Monterey County Assessor 
records, the total acreage of the single Williamson Act contract parcel in the project 
study area is 43.7 hectares (108 acres).  

Local Coastal Program Agricultural Lands 
Monterey County uses a slightly different system, than that used by the State 
Department of Conservation, for designation of agricultural lands. Within the project 
area, Monterey County designates coastal agricultural preserve, coastal agricultural 
conservation, agricultural industrial and transportation (consisting of state highway 
rights-of-way) land uses.  

• Coastal Agricultural Preserve zoning designation includes large contiguous 
parcels, containing prime and productive agricultural soils with less than 10 
percent average slope, with encroachment restrictions to preserve their 
agricultural viability. (This is equivalent to a combination of the State Department 
of Conservation’s designated prime farmland, unique farmland and farmland of 
statewide importance.) 

• Coastal Agricultural Conservation zoning designation is given to other productive 
agricultural lands or relatively small pockets of prime agricultural soils and 
grazing lands. (This is equivalent to the State Department of Conservation’s 
designated grazing lands.) 
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• Agricultural Industrial zoning designation is given to areas suitable for 
development with an emphasis on agricultural-related manufacturing.  

• Transportation land use is given to existing state highway rights-of-way.  
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Figure 14  Proposed Alternatives Farmland Data 
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Figure 15  Farmland Data -- Preferred Alternative 7 
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Table 12 shows the amount of land in each zoning designation within the project area. 

Table 12.   Land Use in Project Area 

Zoning Designation Amount of Land in Project Area 

Coastal Agricultural Preserve 87 hectares (213 acres) 

Coastal Agricultural Conservation 16 hectares (40 acres) 

Agricultural Industrial 6.5 hectares (16 acres) 

Transportation 12 hectares (30 acres) 

                   Source: Monterey County Planning and Zoning Department  

 
Impacts 
Important Farmland 
Caltrans uses the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating Form, AD-1006, to determine impacts to farmland. The form assigns the 
affected farmland a combined score of up to 260 points, composed of up to 100 points 
for the relative value of the affected farmland and up to 160 points for the site (or 
alternative) assessment. With this score, the effects of each alternative on farmland 
are quantified. Sites receiving a total score of less than 160 points are given minimal 
consideration for protection and no additional sites need to be evaluated.14  The 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form need not be resubmitted to the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service for further review when the total score is less than 
160 points.   

A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form was submitted to the Monterey County 
Natural Resources Conservation Service on April 6, 200415 (a summary is provided 
in Table 13; see form and explanations for Site Assessment Criteria in Appendix F).    

                                                 
14 Pursuant to regulation 7 CFR Ch. VI Part 658.4. 
15 Since the initial submittal in April 2004, farmland impacts have been refined and revised slightly. Consultation with 
the National Resources Conservation Service resulted in the conclusion that the revised quantities were not 
substantial enough to require submittal of a revised Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form.   
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Table 13.  Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form Summary 

Acres of Important Farmland to 
be Converted by the Project Build 

Alter-
native 

Prime 
& 

Unique 

Statewide 
& Local 

Importance 

Total 
Important 
Farmland 

Percentage 
of Monterey 

County's 
Important 
Farmland 

Relative 
Value of 

Farmland 

Total Site 
Assess-

ment 
Total 

Points 

Alt. 1 6.4 30.4 36.8 0.009 69.6 80 149.9 

Alt. 5 6.0 34.9 40.9 0.01 70.7 82 152.7 

Alt. 7 7.4 26.8 34.2 0.009 69.8 81 150.8 
Source: Form NRCS-AD-1006 (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor-type Projects) 

There is very little difference between the ratings for each build alternative: 
Alternative 1 would have the least effect; Alternative 7 would have slightly more; 
Alternative 5 would have the most effect. The value of the farmland affected by all 
build alternatives is below the 160-point level and would have a minor effect on the 
overall value of farmland in the region. Therefore, per to the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act, there is no requirement to consider additional alternatives or to include 
additional protection to farmlands in the alternatives under consideration.  

Williamson Act Lands 
The project would have no effect on Williamson Act contract properties. Each of the 
three build alternatives would acquire approximately 1 hectare (2.4 acres) from the 
single Williamson Act contract parcel in the project area. The remaining parcel 
acreage would be about 42.7 hectares (105.5 acres) and would continue to meet 
Monterey County criteria for eligibility as a Williamson Act contract parcel.  

Local Coastal Program Agricultural Lands 
The project would convert small portions of parcels of coastal agricultural 
preservation and coastal agricultural conservation land uses for expansion of a 
roadway. The project would improve the movement of locally produced raw and 
processed agricultural products within the region as well as across the state and 
nation. 

Under all build alternatives, the highway would be expanded into parcels contiguous 
to the existing road. Alternative 7 is closest to the existing highway; Alternative 5 is 
the farthest from it. The frontage roads would serve as buffers between the highway 
and agricultural lands.  
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The average farm parcel in Monterey County is 517 hectares (1,277 acres). In the 
project area, the average farm parcel is 30.4 hectares (75 acres). Table 14 shows the 
amount of agricultural land that would be acquired for each build alternative and the 
range and average acreage that would be taken from the parcels by each alternative. 
Additionally, Table 14 shows the percentage of agricultural land to be acquired with 
each build alternative, assuming the average-sized parcel in the project area.  

Table 14.  Acquisition of Agricultural Lands16 

Range of Area to 
be Acquired Per 

Parcel Alternative  Total 
Acquisition 

Number of 
Parcels 

Subject to 
Acquisition Low High 

Average 
Area to be 
Acquired 

Per Parcel 

% of Land to be 
Acquired  Per 
Average-sized 

Parcel17 

1 13.5 ha  
(33.5 ac) 14 >0,01 ha 

(0.02 ac) 
3.1 ha 

(7.6 ac) 
1.0 ha 

(2.4 ac) 3.20 % 

5 14.6 ha 
(36.2 ac) 13 >0,01 ha 

(0.01 ac) 
3.1 ha 

(7.6 ac) 
1.1 ha 
(2.8 ac) 3.73 % 

7 13.1 ha 
(32.4 ac) 14 >0.01 ha 

(0.02 ac) 
2.7 ha 

(6.6 ac) 
0.9 ha 

(2.3 ac) 3.06 % 

ha = hectares 
ac = acres 

The conversion of farmland would maintain parcels of sufficient size that agricultural 
use would not be diminished, and the long-term viability of agricultural operations 
would not be impaired. 
 
Table 15 shows the amount of zoned agricultural land that would be permanently 
converted to transportation use under each build alternative.  

                                                 
16 "Agricultural Lands" are the sum of those lands designated as Coastal Agricultural Preservation and Coastal 
Agricultural Conservation. 
17 The averaged- sized parcel in the project study area is 30.4 hectares (75 acres).  
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Table 15.  Amount of Permanent Farmland Impacts18 

Amount of Agricultural Land to be Permanently Converted 
Build 

Alternative Agricultural 
Preservation 

Agricultural  
Conservation Total 

Alternative 1 12.6 hectares  
(31.2 acres) 

0.9 hectares  
(2.3 acres) 

13.5 hectares  
(33.5 acres) 

Alternative 5 14.0 hectares  
(34.6 acres) 

0.6 hectares 
 (1.6 acres) 

14.6 hectares 
(36.2 acres) 

Alternative 7 12.4 hectares  
(30.7 acres) 

0.7 hectares  
(1.7 acres) 

13.1 hectares 
(32.4 acres) 

 

Alternative 7 would permanently affect the least land of agricultural preservation and 
conservation land uses (13.1 hectares/ 32.4 acres). Alternative 1 would affect slightly 
more (13.5 hectares/ 33.5 acres) land from parcels of agricultural preservation and 
conservation land uses. Alternative 5 would affect the most land of agricultural 
preservation and conservation land uses (14.6 hectares/ 36.2 acres). 

Temporary impacts to farmlands would occur with construction activities, in 
particular the establishment of a construction yard and the project detour. In addition, 
construction would require a 3-meter wide (10-foot-wide) temporary construction 
zone beyond the permanent impact limits. Table 16 shows the amount of agricultural 
lands, by zoning designation, that would be temporarily affected by each build 
alternative.  

Table 16.  Amount of Temporary Farmlands Impacts by ����������18F
18 

Amount of Agricultural Land to be Temporarily Affected 
Build 

Alternative Agricultural 
Preservation 

Agricultural  
Conservation Total 

Alternative 1 5.2 hectares  
(12.9 acres) 

0.2 hectares  
(0.4 acres) 

5.4 hectares  
(13.3 acres) 

Alternative 5 4.3 hectares  
(10.5 acres) 

0.1 hectares 
 (0.2 acres) 

4.4 hectares 
(10.7 acres 

Alternative 7 3.0 hectares  
(7.6 acres) 

0.4 hectares  
(0.9 acres) 

3.4 hectares 
(8.5 acres) 

 
                                                 
18 Amounts of permanent and temporary farmlands impacts for the preferred alternative 7 are 
presented in the discussion under “Preferred Alternative”, below.  
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Alternative 7 would temporarily affect the least land of agricultural preservation and 
conservation land uses. Alternative 5 would temporarily affect about a hectare more 
land from parcels of agricultural preservation and conservation land uses. Alternative 
1 would temporarily affect the most land of agricultural preservation and 
conservation land uses. 

The Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative would acquire a total of 10.56 hectares (26.1 acres) from 14 
parcels. The area that would need to be acquired from each parcel ranges from less 
than 0.01 to 3.0 hectares (0.02 to 7.4 acres), which represent an average of 0.75 
hectare (1.86 acres) per parcel. This represents 2.5 percent of the average-sized 
parcel. 

The preferred alternative would permanently affect 9.98 hectares (24.73 acres) of 
Agricultural Preservation and 0.32 hectares (0.78 acres) of Agricultural Conservation 
land for a total of 10.76 hectares (25.05 acres) of farmland.  

The preferred alternative would temporarily affect 3.86 hectares (10.30 acres of 
Agricultural Preservation land and 0.07 hectare (0.17 acre) of Agricultural 
Conservation Land for a total of 3.93 hectares (10.47) acres of farmland.  

Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures  
All build alternatives (1, 5, 7 and preferred alternative 7) incorporated measures to 
minimize impacts to farmlands. These include: 

A. Minimizing the widening of Highway 1 the minimum length necessary to 
improve safety. Additional lanes would be extended only between Salinas Road 
and the existing four-lane highway, just south of the Trafton Road undercrossing.  

B. Minimizing the area needed for frontage roads. Frontage roads have been 
designed as close as possible to the ultimate highway alignment, and slopes have 
been made steeper (revised from 4:1 to 2:1) to minimize impacts to farmland.  

C. Alternative 7 includes a design exception to allow the western frontage road to 
intersect Salinas Road, at an intersection with traffic signals at the southbound 
off-ramp. 

D. During the project development phases subsequent to approval of the final 
environmental document, Caltrans would continue to incorporate design features 
that further minimize impacts to farmland.  
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E. To minimize temporary construction-related impacts, environmentally sensitive 
area fencing would be established 3 meters (10 feet) beyond the edge of the 
permanent impact area. No equipment or earthwork would be allowed in these 
environmentally sensitive areas.  

F. During construction, provisions for adequate access would ensure that agricultural 
operations are not impaired and that the roadside produce stand, important to the 
surrounding farm operations, remains viable.  

G. In the event that an excess parcel of farmland results from construction, adequate 
access to water for irrigation of crops would be established and a permanent 
easement would be attached to ensure agricultural land use of the parcel in 
perpetuity. 

H. Mitigation for temporary impacts to farmlands would consist of the restoration of 
those areas that were disturbed. Caltrans would direct the construction contractor 
to stockpile the top 18 inches of topsoil from areas of coastal agricultural 
preservation lands for eventual replacement on parcels subject to temporary 
impacts. 

I. Pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act, no mitigation would be required 
because conversion of farmland by the build alternatives was rated as minor.  

J. Neither Monterey County’s North County Land Use Plan, which includes the 
Local Coastal Program, nor its Implementation Plan establishes mitigation 
guidelines for impacts to agricultural lands. However, during informal 
consultation with California Coastal Commission, Monterey County Planning 
staff indicated that mitigation for farmland impacts would be a condition of the 
local coastal permit for the project. 

K. On October 25, 2005, Caltrans met with members of the agricultural industry to 
identify mitigation measures for impacts to farmland that would result from the 
preferred alternative. Refer to Section 3.3 for details. Caltrans will mitigate 
impacts to farmland by creating or restoring degraded farmland to irrigated 
coastal agricultural preservation land use at a ratio of 1:1.  

L. Caltrans would enter into an agreement with the Monterey County Agricultural 
and Historical Conservancy to monitor and report on success of the agricultural 
land creation/restoration for a three-year period.  
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Cumulative Impacts 
In the 10-year period between 1992 and 2002, the amount of agricultural preservation 
lands increased by 5,839 hectares (14,426 acres), primarily due to conversion of 
grazing lands to vineyards.19F

19 The project alternatives would convert an average of 13 
hectares (32.1 acres) of Agricultural Preservation lands for use as a highway. This 
land represents 0.013 percent of Monterey County Agricultural Preservation lands. 
No cumulative impacts to farmlands are anticipated due to the trend in Monterey 
County of increasing agricultural preservation lands, the small amount of farmland 
conversion that would occur with this project, and the mitigation measures proposed 
to offset farmland conversion.  

2.2.4 Utilities and Emergency Services 
All build alternatives would require the relocation of Pacific Gas and Electric, SBC 
California, North County Fire Protection District, and Pajaro Valley Water 
Management Agency utilities. It is anticipated that underground utilities would be 
relocated to the west side of Highway 1 and placed beneath the proposed frontage 
road. Overhead utilities would be relocated outside the proposed state right-of-way. 

A fire suppression pond would be reconfigured with all alternatives. During 
reconfiguration, the full capacity of the pond would be available at all times.  

Emergency services would not be impeded during construction.  

2.2.5 Traffic and Transportation 
Regulatory Setting 
The Monterey County Transportation Commission’s objective for optimum driving 
conditions is level of service C or better. The prime transportation emphasis of the 
Coastal Act is to preserve highway capacity for coastal access and coastal-dependent 
land uses. Of primary concern in North Monterey County is the improvement of 
Highway 1 for safety and uncongested traffic flow.  

                                                 
19 California Department of Conservation, 2004 

 



Chapter 2  Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,  
and Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

 
 

80 Salinas Road Interchange 

Affected Environment 
Table 17 summarizes existing transportation conditions for the project. See Sections 
1.2.2.2 Safety, 1.2.2.3 Capacity, 1.2.2.4 Level of Service, and 1.2.2.6 Transportation 
Demand for a full discussion of the existing traffic conditions in the project area. 

Table 17.  Summary of Existing Transportation Conditions 

Highway Segment or 
Intersection Turning Movement 

Traffic 
Volumes 20F

20  
Level Of 
Service 21F

21 Collision Rate 22F

22 

Northbound Highway 1 1,240 D 
Southbound Highway 1 1,040 F 

1.85 times the 
statewide average  

NB Highway 1 to EB Salinas Road 130 
SB Highway 1 to EB Salinas Road 430 
WB Salinas Road to NB Highway 1 370 
WB Salinas Road to SB Highway 1 50 

F 2.0 times the 
statewide average 

NB= northbound; SB= southbound; WB = westbound; EB = eastbound 
 

Transit 
The bus stops for Monterey-Salinas Transit Routes 27 and 28 currently sit on both 
sides of Highway 1 at Dominic’s Produce Stand and Hilltop Industries. Route 27 
(Watsonville to Monterey) runs weekdays between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. and picks 
up and drops off, on demand, at both stops. Route 28 (Watsonville to Salinas) serves 
both stops on demand and runs weekends (Saturdays between 6:00 a.m. and 11:00 
p.m. and Sundays between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.).  

Two bus stops for Pajaro Valley Unified School District Route 113 currently sit on 
the southbound side of Highway 1: at Hilltop Industries and at a residence just north 
of Jensen Road. The buses pick up on school days between 8:15 a.m. and 8:30 a.m. 
and drop off between 3:30 p.m. and 3:45 p.m. 

Bikeways 
Currently, going south in Monterey County, the Pacific Coast Bike Route travels over 
the Pajaro River (Santa Cruz and Monterey County Line) on McGowan Road, west 
on Trafton Road to Bluff Road, east on Bluff Road to Jensen Road, then east on 
Jensen to Highway 1 southbound.  

                                                 
20 PM Peak Period for 2000 
21 PM Peak Period for 2000 
22 For the five-year period:1/1/99 to 12/31/03 
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Going north on the Pacific Coast Bike Route, bicyclists enter Highway 1 at Molera 
Road, ride along the highway’s northbound shoulder to Salinas Road and north on 
Salinas Road to Trafton Road, west on Trafton Road (under Highway 1) to McGowan 
Road, and north, over the Pajaro River (Santa Cruz and Monterey County Line).   

 Impacts 
Level of Service 
All build alternatives would separate the conflicting turn movements, allow 
unimpeded traffic flow and improve levels of service on Highway 1. The PM peak 
hour level of service on northbound Highway 1 through the project limits would be A 
in 2025. PM peak hour level of service on southbound Highway 1 through the project 
limits would be D in 2025, if southbound Highway 1 remains one lane.  

All build alternatives would improve the operations of the intersection above those 
expected with the no-build alternative. Table 18 shows the projected levels of service 
and delay for each alternative. 

In 2030, Alternative 7 is projected to provide the highest overall quality of service 
with very short delays. Alternatives 1 and 5 are projected to improve the quality of 
service and have short delay. The no-build alternative would continue to have 
considerable delay.  
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Table 18. Projected Interchange Level of Service and Delay During Peak 
Hour in 2030  

Alternative Interchange or 
Intersection Movements Level of Service Delay per Vehicle  

(in seconds) 
Northbound on-/off-ramps A 4.6 

1 
Southbound on-/off-ramps B 10.3 

Northbound on-/off-ramps B 12.1 
5 

Southbound on-/off-ramps A 4.2 

Northbound on-/off-ramps A 7.4 
7 

Southbound on-/off-ramps A 4.0 

Southbound Hwy 1 to 
eastbound Salinas Road F More than 5023F

23  
No-Build 

Westbound Salinas Road 
to southbound Highway 1 F More than 5025 

Source: Caltrans Traffic Operations Analysis, 2003 
 
 
Safety 
• All build alternatives would reduce the collision rates by eliminating the existing 

at-grade turn conflicts.  

• All build alternatives would extend the four-lane section of Highway 1 from just 
south of the Trafton Road undercrossing to the interchange, a length of 0.8 
kilometers (about half a mile), to increase safety, improve operations and provide 
route continuity.  

• All build alternatives would restrict access onto Highway 1 by adding frontage 
roads (between Jensen Road and the interchange on the west side and between 
Salinas Road and a land-locked parcel on the east side) and funneling traffic from 
exiting farm roads and driveways to the interchange and Jensen Road.   

 
Transportation Demand 
The Travel Demand and Forecasting study predicts that without construction of an 
interchange, traffic moving through the intersection would increase an average of 1.7 
percent annually through 2030 (see Table 19). With an interchange in place, traffic 
moving through the intersection would increase an average of 2 percent annually 
through 2030 (see Table 20). In sum, construction of an interchange at Salinas Road 
would increase traffic an additional 0.3 percent annually.  

                                                 
23 Model cannot accurately calculate delay when longer than 50 seconds.   
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Table 19.  Annual Increase of Vehicles Traveling through the 
Intersection WITHOUT an Interchange at Salinas Road24F

24 

Vehicles Traveling To Vehicles 
Traveling From Northbound Highway 1 Southbound Highway 1 Eastbound Salinas Road 

Northbound 
Highway 1 1.50% NA 1.00% 

Southbound 
Highway 1 NA 2.50% 1.50% 

Westbound 
Salinas Road 1.20% 1.20% NA 

NA: Not applicable. 
Source: Modeling and Forecasting Documentation Memo: Final Salinas Road Interchange Study, June 12, 2003 
 
 

Table 20.  Annual Increase of Vehicles Traveling through the 
Intersection WITH an Interchange at Salinas Road25F

25 

Vehicles Traveling To Vehicles 
Traveling From Northbound Highway 1 Southbound Highway 1 Eastbound Salinas Road 

Northbound 
Highway 1 1.50% NA 1.10% 

Southbound 
Highway 1 NA 2.50% 2.00% 

Westbound 
Salinas Road 1.30% 6.00% NA 

NA: Not applicable. 
Source: Modeling and Forecasting Documentation Memo: Final Salinas Road Interchange Study, June 12, 2003 

With the interchange in place, the two turns that would have the most dramatic 
increased use (southbound Highway 1 to eastbound Salinas Road and westbound 
Salinas Road to southbound Highway 1) are those that currently cross Highway 1 and 
have the highest number of collisions and longest delay. The increase in motorists 
that would be making those turns reflects pent up demand (released with improved 
safety) and consolidation of local trips which, without the interchange, would have 
used alternate local routes.26F

26  

Placing the interchange at Salinas Road would not influence regional traffic patterns, 
but would influence traffic patterns in the local area bounded by Highways 1, 101, 
129 and 156. The interchange is expected to add trips, but the numbers are projected 
to be small; by 2025, approximately 166 additional trips during the peak hour would 
                                                 
24 During the Peak PM Hour, between 2000 and 2030. 
25 During the Peak PM Hour, between 2000 and 2030. 
26 These are also known as diverted trips. 
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be generated on Salinas Road, with 105 of those continuing on to Elkhorn and Hall 
roads. The interchange is not expected to reduce the projected levels of service on the 
local street network. In 2025, whether an interchange is in place or not, PM peak 
levels of service would be C on Salinas Road and E to F on the Elkhorn and Hall 
roads portions of County Route G-12. 27F

27 

Transit 
Transit and school bus stops would be relocated to the frontage road on the west side 
of the highway. Bus stops would be signed, with a paved pullout, landing pad and 
shelters, designed in coordination with Monterey-Salinas Transit.  

Bikeways 
A paved and striped 2.4 meter-wide (eight-foot-wide) (Class II) bike lane would be 
provided on either side of the west-side frontage road and across the Salinas Road 
Bridge. Parking would be prohibited in the bike lane. Bicycle detector loops would be 
installed at the signals. Through the project area travel on the Pacific Coast Bike 
Route remains the same. Northbound Pacific Coast Bike Route riders would travel on 
the highway shoulder and exit at the Salinas Road off ramp to travel east then north 
on Salinas Road. Southbound Pacific Coast Bike Route riders would follow the 
existing route.   

Construction-Related Impacts 
During construction, Highway 1 would be temporarily realigned eastward, retaining 
the existing traffic pattern, to allow vehicles to detour around the construction area 
(see Figure 10). One stage of the proposed detour would close Salinas Road for one 
week, requiring the rerouting of traffic. Work would be scheduled to coincide with 
off-peak traffic flow.  

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
A. During construction, provisions for adequate access would ensure that agricultural 

operations are not impaired and that the roadside produce stand remains viable.  

B. A Traffic Management Plan would be developed to accommodate local traffic 
patterns and reduce delays and congestion. The plan would be coordinated with 
Commute Alternatives in Monterey County  (a program of the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments) and Commute Solutions in Santa Cruz County 

                                                 
27 "Transportation Authority for Monterey County Regional Impact Fee Project: LOS of Regional Network." Prepared 
by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments staff, June 20, 2003  
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(a program of Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission). The 
plan would include the following recommendations:  

C. Public awareness through brochures, mailers, media releases and information 
centers.  

D. Motorist awareness through road signs, including changeable message signs. 

E. Incident management through Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement 
Program and traffic surveillance stations.  

2.2.6 Visual/Aesthetics 
Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended establishes that the 
federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful, 
productive and aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing surroundings 
[42 U.S. C. 4331(b)(2)]. To further emphasize this point, the Federal Highway 
Administration, in its implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act [23 
U.S.C. 109(h)] directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the 
best overall public interest taking into account adverse environmental impacts, 
including among others the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values.  

Likewise, the California Environmental Quality Act establishes that it is the policy of 
the state to take all action necessary to provide the people of the state “with . . . 
enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic environmental qualities.” 
[California Public Resources Code Section 21001(b)].  

Local planning documents and guidelines are indicators of the general level of 
community sensitivity regarding the aesthetic character of the region and of the 
project area. The Monterey County Land Use Plan, Local Coastal Program, Section 
2.2 Visual Resources notes that the Coastal Act of 1976 focuses on the protection of 
scenic resources, particularly those along the coastline.  

This document stresses that any development permitted in scenic ocean areas should 
be placed and designed to be visually compatible and subordinate to the natural 
setting. Alteration of natural landforms and degradation of the special communities 
should be minimized. Highway 1 from Marina to the county line at the Pajaro River 
should be officially designated as a State Scenic Highway and the visual character of 
the adjacent scenic corridor should be preserved and, where feasible, restored. The 
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Monterey County Land Use Plan, Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Map defines 
Highway 1 through the project limits as a Scenic Corridor. 

The Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan, Regulations for Development in 
the North County Land Use Plan Area, recommends structures, landscaping and 
lighting to be designed to blend with the rural setting and be modified to protect and 
minimize visibility from the public viewshed. Landscaping should incorporate native 
plants common to the area. 

Affected Environment 
The project region has rolling hills and wide valleys. The visual character of the 
region is influenced equally by agriculture and its proximity to the Pacific Ocean. The 
ocean, estuaries, low mountains, agricultural fields, the Moss Landing harbor and 
power plant all contribute to establishing a visual identity for the highway corridor. 
Scattered residential development is found about a mile east of the project along 
Salinas Road. 

Although the landscape is largely open space, much of what is visible from the 
highway is developed in terms of agricultural crop production. Strawberry and 
artichoke fields are close to the project and can be seen on both sides of Highway 1 
throughout the region. In addition to the agricultural plantings, native vegetative 
patterns in the region include wetland and riparian species along the estuaries and 
waterways, and scattered oak woodland on the distant hillsides. Large eucalyptus, 
cypress and pine trees have also been introduced into the area and often can be seen 
as dominant visual elements in the landscape.  

Commercial agricultural businesses are visible along the highway corridor. Adjacent 
to the highway, roadside produce stands reinforce the agricultural character of the 
area. Overhead utilities parallel Salinas Road and Highway 1. Along Highway 1, the 
nearest bridge crossings over the highway are about 1.6 miles north of the project site 
and about 10 miles to the south. 

Existing Highway 
The Highway 1/Salinas Road intersection occurs at a slight rise on a marine terrace, 
in the landform between the Salinas River and Pajaro River valleys, about 3 miles 
from the ocean. North of the project, the landform drops down into the Pajaro Valley. 
The rolling landscape limits views to the west, and no ocean views are available from 
the project site. The highway itself was constructed through an excavated section of 
this raised landform. As a result, the roadsides immediately north of the intersection 
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are cut slopes reaching a maximum of about 45 feet in height. In the project vicinity, 
neither Highway 1 or Salinas Road have been planted with roadside landscaping. 
North of the project, where Highway 1 widens to four lanes, a modest degree of 
formal “highway planting” begins. Overhead utilities parallel Highway 1 south of the 
intersection. 

Visual Quality 
Views throughout the project area, both to and from Highway 1 and Salinas Road are 
of a moderately high visual quality. The quality of the views is based on the open 
space, agricultural character of the landscape. The visual quality of the project area is 
somewhat tempered by the presence of industrial-style buildings and the cluttering 
aspect of overhead utilities and highway signs. The constant presence of vehicles 
travelling through and waiting at the Highway 1 and Salinas Road intersection also 
detracts from the rural visual character of the setting. 

Impacts 
Photo simulations were prepared to assess the potential impacts from each alternative 
as well as to provide a means of public disclosure regarding general project 
appearance. Photo simulations are shown at the end of Chapter 2.  

The landscaping shown in the simulations is not intended to represent a specific 
planting proposal. Specific landscaping and structure design details are not included 
in the simulations and would be the product of subsequent design and review efforts 
involving the community. The simulations are intended to show a reasonable 
representation of the project and to illustrate the estimated scale and form of any 
proposed features and their relationship to the setting. The photo simulations were 
prepared showing the project setting approximately 10 years after construction.  

Each of the three build alternatives would result in a substantial change in the existing 
setting. The inherent size and engineered appearance of the new bridge, regardless of 
alternative, would cause a permanent change to the visual setting of the Highway 1/ 
Salinas Road intersection. The character of the highway corridor would appear more 
urbanized as the highway itself becomes larger, introducing a concrete bridge 
structure and adding more pavement and roadway accessories into the view.  

The extent of visual impact caused by the project would be a factor of how these 
physical changes are perceived by the viewing public. Viewer sensitivity is likely to 
be moderately high based on review of planning policy and potential viewer activity. 
Even considering potential viewer sensitivity, the proposed overcrossing would not 
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be an uncharacteristic element along Highway 1 throughout northern Monterey and 
southern Santa Cruz counties. Relative to viewer expectations, adverse combined 
effects would be low as experienced in the context of other highway features. 

The level of impacts reflects the capacity for the bridge to blend the overcrossing with 
the existing landform and rural character of the setting. The bridge design offers a 
minimized profile that allows the structure to fit into the landform. By not rising 
above the western hillside embankment, the structure’s silhouette and perceived scale 
are reduced. No ocean views would be blocked or adversely affected by the bridge. In 
addition to the basic form of the bridge, architectural treatment of the structure and 
the landscape design would have a great influence on community opinion of the 
project. 

The earthwork associated with the proposed on- and off-ramps and the eastern bridge 
abutment would have a considerable effect on the existing visual setting. The changes 
associated with the ramps would be greatest north of Salinas Road, where the cut 
slopes are most visible. Throughout the project, sharp transitions between adjacent 
slope angles and constant flat planes would cause the project to look engineered and 
create a greater contrast with the natural landform. The addition of lights, signals, 
signs, striping, guardrail, fencing and other project details would contribute to an 
inevitable urbanizing influence on the roadway. 

Landscaping would mitigate the urban appearance of the project by using natural 
elements to reduce the perceived scale of the bridge, filter cumulative views of the 
ramps, frontage roads and other project features, and provide a natural transition from 
the adjacent agricultural landscape to the project. Contour grading would result in a 
less engineered, more natural-appearing landform consistent with the area 
topography. Attention to lighting, fencing and other project details would minimize 
visual clutter and glare, reducing the project’s potential urbanizing effect.  

With the implementation of the stated mitigation methods, the visual impacts of this 
project would be reduced and would not result in substantial changes in overall visual 
quality. 

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
To maintain the visual quality of the project site and area and decrease the visual 
impact caused by the project, the following design, construction and maintenance 
would be included in all build alternatives:  
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A. Landscaping would be included as part of the project. 

B. The community would be involved in the design of the bridge structure aesthetics 
and the landscaping plan through the creation of an Aesthetic Design Advisory 
Committee. 

C. All slopes within the project limits would include contour grading and slope 
rounding. Unnatural-appearing landform remnants would be removed or re-
graded. 

D. All project fencing (except on the bridge structure) would be wood or metal T-
post and wire. 

E. All lighting would be the minimum height and illumination allowed by applicable 
safety standards. 

F. All lighting on the bridge structure would be hooded or include cut-off shields to 
reduce visibility of the light source from off-site locations. 

G. All metal beam guardrail beams and posts would be darkened by acid-etching. 

H. Native shrubs or tall grasses would be planted between the Highway 1 mainline 
and the county frontage road to the west. Shrubs would be 1.0 to 1.2 meters (3 to 
4 feet) tall at maturity and planted to appear as naturally occurring vegetation.   

I. Existing trees would be protected with use of slope-warping and timber tree wells.  

J. All trees removed would be replaced onsite at a ratio of five trees for every tree 
removed. 

2.3 Physical Environment 

2.3.1 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff 
Regulatory Setting 
The main federal law regulating water quality is the 0HClean Water Act. Section 401 of 
the act requires a water quality certification from the State Board or Regional Board 
when a project: 1) requires a federal license or permit (a Section 404 permit is the 
most common federal permit for Caltrans projects), and 2) would result in a discharge 
to “waters of the United States.”   

 
Section 402 of the act establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System permit system for the discharge of any pollutant (except dredge or fill 
material) into waters of the United States. To ensure compliance with Clean Water 
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Act Section 402 the State Water Resources Control Board has issued a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Statewide Storm Water permit to regulate 
storm water discharges from Caltrans facilities. The permit regulates storm water 
discharges from the Caltrans right-of-way both during and after construction, as well 
as from existing facilities and operations.   

 
In addition, the State Water Resources Control Board has issued a construction 
general permit for most construction activities covering greater than 0.40 hectare (1 
acre), that are part of a Common Plan of Development exceeding 2.02 hectare (5 
acres) or that have the potential to significantly impair water quality. Some 
construction activities may require an individual construction permit.  
 
All Caltrans projects that are subject to the construction general permit require a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, while all other projects require a Water 
Pollution Control Program. Subject to Caltrans’ review and approval, the contractor 
prepares both the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and the Water Pollution 
Control Program. The Water Pollution Control Program and Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan identify construction activities that may cause pollutants in storm 
water and measures to control these pollutants. Since neither the Water Pollution 
Control Program or the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan are prepared at this 
time, the following discussion focuses on anticipated pollution controls.  
 
Additional laws regulating water quality include the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Act, Safe Drinking Water Act and Pollution Prevention Act. State water quality laws 
are codified in the California Water Code. 

Affected Environment 
The project area drains to the Pacific Ocean through the Pajaro River and Elkhorn 
Slough. The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board has listed both the 
Pajaro River and Elkhorn Slough as 303(d) water bodies and defined beneficial uses.  

Almost all of the water used to support the agricultural industry in the Pajaro River 
Basin comes from underlying aquifers. Demand has exceeded supply in many parts of 
the watershed, resulting in overdraft and seawater intrusion. In addition, there is 
widespread contamination of the upper aquifers by nitrates. Seawater intrusion and 
nitrate contamination of ground water have been identified as a serious water quality 
problem in the Pajaro River ground water basin.  
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Impacts 
All build alternatives increase the amount of impervious surface within the project 
area, which would increase the rate and volume of storm water runoff. Sediments, 
petroleum distillates and metals are washed off the highway surface by rainfall and 
drain to the Pacific Ocean through either Elkhorn Slough or the Pajaro River in the 
project area. Runoff occurs mainly during heavy storms. 

Construction Impacts 
Table 21 shows the total amount of area expected to be disturbed during construction 
of each build alternative. 

Table 21.  Area of Construction Disturbance28F

28 
 

Alternative Area of Disturbance 

1 28 hectares (70 acres) 

5 28 hectares (70 acres) 

7 25 hectares (62 acres) 

 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
All build alternatives include a storm water drainage system consisting of a series of 
pipes, ditches and vegetated channels to convey storm water from the highway. 
Pollutants are allowed to settle or are removed by filtration through vegetation. The 
project is about a half mile from both the Pajaro River and Elkhorn Slough and, with 
the inclusion of the storm water drainage system, no impacts on the assigned 
beneficial uses are anticipated from the project. 

Because the total disturbed soil area is estimated to be greater than 0.40 hectare (1 
acre), the contractor would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan must evaluate 
the minimum required Best Management Practices identified in the Caltrans Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan/Water Pollution Control Program Preparation 
Manual (March 2003). Best management practices must be implemented at all times 
to reduce or eliminate the potential for non-storm water discharge to occur off of the 
Caltrans right-of-way, to a surface body of water, drainage course, or storm drainage 
system. The contractor would also identify, construct, implement and maintain best 
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management practices in accordance with a time schedule identified in the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan to reduce or eliminate pollutants in storm water 
discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges from the project site during 
construction. In addition, the General Construction permit requires a Sample and 
Analysis Plan for non-visible pollutants to be developed and implemented into the 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for the proposed project. 

Below are project-specific concerns that should be addressed in the Storm Water 
Information handout and/or included in the resident engineer’s file:  

A. Existing vegetation has been preserved to the maximum extent practicable. All 
vegetated areas that are to be protected during construction would be delineated 
on the project plans and included in the resident engineer’s file and in the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  

B. All disturbed soil areas would be replanted as soon as work in a specific area is 
completed. 

C. All storm drain inlets that would receive runoff from disturbed areas during 
construction would have inlet protection installed prior to the rainy season.  

D. Location of excess material stockpiles would be identified in the Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan. The stockpiles would be put in locations where they 
are protected from run-off and away from concentrated flows of storm water, 
drainage courses and inlets.  

E. All build alternatives would include at least 1,524 linear meters (5000 feet), 1 
hectare (2.5 acres) of vegetated ditches that receive highway runoff (for 
transferring and filtering highway water runoff). The ditches would be seeded 
with grasses and other low-growing vegetation to provide the greatest filtering 
capacity. Based on species observed growing in wetlands in the project area, the 
recommended planting or seeding would include creeping wild rye  (Leymus 
triticoides), California oatgrass (Danthonia californica), tufted hairgrass 
(Deschampsia caespitosa ssp. Caespitosa), and meadow barley (Hordeum 
brachyantherrum). Other shrubs and grasses would invade the site naturally. If 
restoration occurred outside the vegetated ditches, the planting mix would also 

                                                                                                                                           
28 Area calculated for each alternative includes area of existing right-of-way, right-of-way to be acquired for each 
build alternative and construction easements. 
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include yarrow (Achillea millefolium), California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), rush 
(Juncus patens) and willows (Salix lasiolepis and S. lasiandra). 

2.4 Biological Environment 

2.4.1 Natural Communities 
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of 
this section is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species.  

Wetlands and other waters are discussed in the Wetlands and Other Waters 
section,108H2.4.2. Habitat areas that have been designated as critical habitat under the 
Federal Endangered Species Act are discussed in the Threatened and Endangered 
Species section, 109H2.4.4. Appendix G contains the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service list of Threatened and Endangered Species that have potential to be present in 
the study area.  

The Salinas Road Interchange Natural Environment Study, completed in November 
2004, documents the studies done to assess impacts to natural communities from the 
proposed project.  

Regulatory Setting 
Chapter 2.3.3.A.1 of the Monterey North County Land Use Plan states that “Oak 
woodland on land exceeding 25% slope should be left in its native state to protect this 
plant community and animal habitat from the impacts of development and erosion. 
Development within oak woodland on 25% slope or less shall be sited to minimize 
disruption of vegetation and habitat loss.”  

CEQA was recently amended, through Senate Bill 1334, to require counties to make a 
specific effort to determine whether projects under their jurisdiction would lead to a 
significant environmental impact as a result of the conversion of oak woodlands. 

Affected Environment 
The study of the project area identified 1.54 hectares (3.81 acres) of coast live oak 
(Quercus agrifolia) woodlands in the quadrant north of Salinas Road and west of 
Highway 1 (see Figure 15). Additional oak woodland extends outside the project area 
to the west. The woodland within the project area was made up of about 200 
individual oak trees and associated understory shrubs.  
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Impacts 
Alternatives 1 and 7 would remove three oak trees, an area of approximately 0.02 
hectares (0.06 acre) of the oak woodland found in the project area. The diameters of 
the trees are 8 inches, 12 inches and 18 inches at breast height. The oaks grow at the 
top of an existing cut slope, in a small string of trees that extends east from the main 
woodland. Due to their small stature, proximity to the highway, and the availability of 
more desirable habitat, they are unlikely nest trees for raptors, such as white-tailed 
kites (Elanus leucurus). Removal of the trees would not result in a significant impact.  

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
• Environmentally sensitive area fencing would be placed along the project limits 

of temporary impacts (3 meters [10 feet] outside the cut and fill limits) to 
minimize encroachment of construction equipment into oak woodland that is 
outside and adjacent to the project limits.  

• Coast live oaks removed would be replaced onsite at a ratio of five trees for every 
tree removed. Plantings would be monitored for three years. Success criteria 
would be 75%.  

2.4.2 Wetlands and Other Waters 
Regulatory Setting 
Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. In 
the project area, wetlands fall under two jurisdictions: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and California Coastal Zone. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates wetlands 
and other waters of the United States through the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). 
The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into “waters 
of the United States,” including wetlands. “Waters of the United States” include 
navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas and other waters that may be used 
in interstate or foreign commerce and tributaries to navigable waters. To classify 
wetlands for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, a three-parameter approach is used: 
the presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric 
soils (soils subject to saturation and inundation). All three parameters must be 
present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be designated as a jurisdictional 
wetland under the Clean Water Act. 
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Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a regulatory program that provides 
that no discharge of dredged or fill material can be permitted if a practicable 
alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s 
waters would be significantly degraded. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, with 
oversight by the Environmental Protection Agency, runs the Section 404 permit 
program.  

The executive order for the protection of wetlands (Executive Order 11990) also 
regulates the activities of federal agencies with regard to wetlands. This executive 
order states that a federal agency, such as the Federal Highway Administration, 
cannot undertake or provide assistance for new construction located in wetlands 
unless the head of the agency finds: 1) that there is no practicable alternative to the 
construction and 2) the proposed project includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm.  

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the California 
Department of Fish and Game and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. In 
certain circumstances, such as with this project, the Coastal Commission may also be 
involved.  

Sections 1600-1607 of the Fish and Game Code require any agency that proposes a 
project that would substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of or substantially 
change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify the California Department 
of Fish and Game before beginning construction. If the department determines that 
the project may substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement would be required. California Department of Fish 
and Game jurisdictional limits are usually defined as at the tops of the stream or lake 
banks, or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. Wetlands under 
jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers may or may not be included in the area 
covered by a Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained from the California 
Department of Fish and Game and visa versa.  

Regional Water Quality Control Boards were established under the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality. The Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards also issue water quality certifications in compliance with Section 401 
of the Clean Water Act. Please see the Water Quality section for more details.  
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The California Coastal Commission and County of Monterey regulate some of the 
wetlands through the California Coastal Act. To classify wetlands for the purposes of 
the California Coastal Act, a single-parameter approach is used that includes the 
presence of: hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, or hydric 
soils (soils subject to saturation and inundation). At least one of the three parameters 
need be present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be designated as a 
jurisdictional wetland under the California Coastal Act. 

Affected Environment 
Two jurisdictional types of wetlands (see Figure 17) occur in the project study area: 
Coastal Commission wetlands and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wetlands. A study 
of the project area identified 4.12 hectares (10.19 acres) of Coastal Zone wetlands in 
manmade drainage ditches, a hillside seep, and on the Pajaro River floodplain. Of 
those, 0.11 hectare (0.28 acre) of wetlands, which is also under the Army Corps’ 
jurisdiction, was identified in the ditch that parallels Trafton Road. Potential waters of 
the United States that are not wetlands were found in a swale east of Highway 1, 
south of Salinas Road.  

All wetlands that would be affected are manmade agricultural ditches that are 
frequently rerouted or cleaned of vegetation to maintain their function of conveying 
agricultural runoff; they provide little wildlife habitat but meet the definition of 
Coastal Zone wetlands. The Coastal Zone wetlands in the unvegetated channel next to 
the fire suppression pond are frequently dredged. This channel and the Coastal Zone 
wetlands paralleling Highway 1 near Trafton Road are highly erosive and are 
estimated to contribute more sediment than they retain. The vegetated channels 
between strawberry fields are dredged or re-shaped continually, losing their filtering 
qualities following such disturbances until vegetation reestablishes. 
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Figure 16  Biological Resources 
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Figure 17 Biological Resources Preferred Alternative 7 
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Impacts 
Table 22 summarizes the wetland impacts that would occur with each build 
alternative.  

Table 22.  Impacts to Wetlands and Waters of the United States: 
Alternatives 1, 5 and 7 

Wetland 
Type 

Type of 
Impact  

Alternative 1 
 

Alternative 5  
 

Alternative 7  
 

Temporary 0 0 0 Corps 
Wetlands Permanent 0 0 0 

Temporary <0.01 hectares (4.0 LM) 
<0.01 acres (13 LF*) 

<0.01 hectares (4.0 LM) 
<0.01 acres (13 LF*) 

<0.01 hectares (4.0 LM) 
<0.01 acres (13 LF*) Other 

Waters of 
the U.S. Permanent 0.02 hectares (55.0 LM) 

0.04 acres (180 LF*) 
0.02 hectares (55.0 LM) 
0.04 acres (180 LF*) 

0.02 hectares (55.0 LM) 
0.04 acres (180 LF*) 

Temporary 0.02 hectares 
0.05 acres 

0.03 hectares 
0.07 acres 

0.01 hectares 
0.02 acres Coastal 

Zone 
Wetlands Permanent 0.01 hectares 

0.06 acres 
<0.01 hectares 
0.01 acres 

0.02 hectares 
0.05 acres 

*LM = linear meters of roadside ditches; LF= linear feet of roadside ditches  

Permanent impacts would result from placing highway fill and culverts in wetlands 
and other waters of the United States. Temporary impacts would result from 
equipment access and temporary fill placement.  

There would be no impact to wetlands under U.S. Army Corps jurisdiction with any 
of the build alternatives. All build alternatives would affect the same minimal amount 
of other waters of the United States. The Coastal Zone wetland impacts would vary 
with each alternative, and all alternatives have impacts of less than a tenth of an acre.  

The Preferred Alternative 

Table 23. Impacts to Wetlands Waters of the U.S.: Preferred Alternative 

Wetland Type Type of Impact  Preferred Alternative 7 
U.S. Army Corps Wetlands Temporary 0 
 Permanent 0 

Other Waters of the U.S. Temporary 0.001 hectares (12 m2) 
0.003 acres (129 ft2) 

 Permanent 0.03 hectares (250 m2) 
0.06 acres (2691 ft2) 

Coastal Zone Wetlands Temporary 0.003hectares (26 m2) 
0.007 acres (280ft2) 

 Permanent 0.08 hectares (804 m2) 
0.2 acres (8654 ft2) 
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The project would affect Coastal Zone wetlands and waters of the United States, 
primarily in the small drainage just south of the intersection. This drainage receives 
most of its water from agricultural runoff and from the agricultural industrial complex 
to the west. The drainage is managed as an agricultural drainage ditch. Other, much 
smaller Coastal Zone wetland impacts would occur in two agricultural drainage 
ditches closer to Jensen Road. There would be no impact to wetlands under U. S. 
Army Corps jurisdiction.  

Recommended Alternative 7 would permanently affect 0.08 hectare (0.2 acre) of 
Coastal Zone wetland and 0.03 hectare (0.06 acre) of waters of the United States.  

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
A. To minimize temporary, construction-related impacts, environmentally sensitive 

area fencing would be established 3 meters (10 feet) beyond the edge of the 
impact area. No equipment or earthwork would be allowed in these 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

B. The project would create a minimum of 0.24 hectare (0.60 acre) of wetland. The 
proposed site would be as close to the project area as possible. Caltrans would 
buy the site and retain it after establishing Coastal Zone wetlands. The site would 
be planted with a willow overstory and suitable native understory species. It 
would be monitored for three years. Success criteria would be 75% cover of 
native vegetation.  

C. All build alternatives are expected to include at least 1,524 linear meters (5,000 
feet), 1 hectare (2.5 acres) of vegetated ditches that receive highway runoff (for 
transferring and filtering highway water runoff). The ditches would be seeded 
with grasses and other low-growing vegetation to provide the greatest filtering 
capacity. Based on species observed growing in wetlands in the project area, the 
recommended planting or seeding would include creeping wild rye  (Leymus 
triticoides), California oatgrass (Danthonia californica), tufted hairgrass 
(Deschampsia caespitosa ssp. Caespitosa), and meadow barley (Hordeum 
brachyantherrum). Other shrubs and grasses would invade the site naturally. If 
restoration occurred outside the vegetated ditches, the planting mix would also 
include yarrow (Achillea millefolium), California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), rush 
(Juncus patens) and willows (Salix lasiolepis and S. lasiandra).  
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D. Mitigation for temporary impacts would consist of the restoration of those areas 
(revegetation at a 1:1 ratio) that were disturbed. 

2.4.3 Nesting Migratory Birds 
Regulatory Setting 
The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S. C. 703 et seq.), Title 50 Code of 
Federal Regulations part 10, and California Department of Fish and Game Code 
Sections 3503, 3513, and 3800, protect migratory birds, their occupied nests, and 
their eggs.  

Impacts 
There is a slight possibility that migratory birds, under protection of the Federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act would select the small oak trees, identified for removal 
with this project, for nesting.  

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
A. The project’s special provisions direct Caltrans to ensure that any oak trees 

removed in the nesting period (March 1 to July 31) be surveyed by a qualified 
biologist before removal to ensure that nesting birds are not present.   

2.4.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 
Regulatory Setting 
The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal 
Endangered Species Act: United States Code, Section 1531, et seq. See also 50 Code 
of Federal Regulation Part 402. This act and subsequent amendments provide for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which 
they depend.  

Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, are required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the National Marine Fisheries Service if the federal agency determines that a project 
may affect a listed species. Consultation is performed to ensure that they are not 
undertaking, funding, permitting or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated 
critical habitat. Critical habitat is defined as geographic locations critical to the 
existence of a threatened or endangered species. The outcome of consultation under 
Section 7 is a Biological Opinion or an “incidental take” statement. Section 3 of the 
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Federal Endangered Species Act defines take as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture or collect or any attempt at such conduct.” 

California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered 
Species Act, California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq. The California act 
emphasizes early consultation to avoid potential impacts to rare, endangered and 
threatened species and to develop appropriate planning to offset project-caused losses 
of listed species populations and their essential habitats.  

The California Department of Fish and Game is the agency responsible for 
implementing the California Endangered Species Act. Section 2081 of the Fish and 
Game Code prohibits “take” of any species determined to be an endangered species 
or threatened species. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as 
“hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill.” 
The California Endangered Species Act allows for take incidental to otherwise lawful 
development projects. For these actions, an incidental take permit is issued by 
California Department of Fish and Game.  

For projects requiring a Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the Federal 
Endangered Species Act, the California Department of Fish and Game may also 
authorize impacts to California Endangered Species Act species by issuing a 
Consistency Determination under Section 2080.1 of the Fish and Game Code.  

Affected Environment 
Biological surveys conducted for the project found California red-legged frogs (Rana 
aurora draytonii, a federally threatened species) and 0.42 hectare (1.03 acres) of 
California red-legged frog potential breeding and permanent aquatic habitat. 
California red-legged frog critical habitat was designated April 14, 2006, and did not 
include the project area in any critical habitat unit (Federal Register 71:19233-19346). 
Biological studies found no other threatened or endangered plant or animal species 
within the project area.  

California Red-legged Frogs  
California red-legged frogs are known to occur in Coast Range watersheds from 
northern California to Baja California. They typically stay near year-around water 
sources, but may travel between water bodies, up to 2 miles, through uplands and 
riparian areas to breed, forage or to escape drying conditions. Breeding requires 
freshwater pools that hold water through summer and have no predatory fishes.  
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During biological surveys conducted early in the project development process, a 
single red-legged frog was found in the project area. Biological surveys done five 
years earlier for a different highway project had also found California red-legged frog 
within the current project area.29F

29 Additionally, several agricultural ponds, a fire 
suppression pond, upland and dispersal habitat were identified in the project area. 
Property owners have since filled the agricultural ponds.  
 
The pond remaining in the project area is a fire suppression pond west of Highway 1 
and south of Salinas Road (see Figure 17). It is surrounded by strawberry and 
artichoke fields, which do not provide shelter, forage, or water quality benefits. Due 
to routine maintenance, the pond and its banks are sparsely vegetated with one 
Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa) and a 0.04-hectare (0.10-acre) patch of 
tules (Scirpus sp.). The cypress and tules can be seen in Figure 18, along the pond 
bank, behind the red pipe. The tules are potential egg-laying sites for California red-
legged frogs. One adult bullfrog (Rana catasbaeiana) was observed at this pond. The 
fire suppression pond is potential breeding and permanent aquatic habitat for 
California red-legged frogs.   

 
Figure 18  Fire Suppression Pond with Tule Vegetation 

                                                 
29 Personal communication with Tom Edell, Caltrans Associate Biologist. 
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About a tenth of a hectare (0.11 hectare [0.28 acre]) of potential breeding, foraging 
and permanent aquatic habitat occurs here in a drainage ditch that runs parallel to 
Trafton Road. The ditch is within 2.01 kilometers (1.25 miles) of the Pajaro River, 
which provides permanent water and a potential breeding site (see Figure 18).  
 
Impacts 
All build alternatives would reconfigure the fire suppression pond, but the current 
water volume would have to be maintained at all times during construction. 
Therefore, the reconfiguration would not cause permanent loss of aquatic habitat, 
though there would be a temporary effect to California red-legged frogs, if they are 
found in the pond during pre-construction surveys.  

Alternative 7 would retain the 0.04-hectare (0.10-acre) patch of tules adjacent to the 
fire suppression pond, while Alternatives 1 and 5 would remove that vegetation. None 
of the build alternatives would affect the aquatic habitat elements near Trafton Road.  

The project would not affect California red-legged frog dispersal. Highway 1 and 
Salinas Road are existing dispersal barriers, and none of the build alternatives would 
block or degrade links between aquatic sites. 

 On May 10, 2006 the United States Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Biological 
Opinion for the project, in which they concluded that the preferred alternative is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the California red-legged frog when 
mitigation measures, listed below, are included in the project.  

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
A. No compensatory mitigation is required for Alternative 7. For Alternatives 1 

and 5, mitigation for impacts to a patch of tules and other emergent vegetation 
would be the reestablishment of plants after construction to replace the loss of 
breeding habitat associated with the tules.  

B. All build alternatives would require Formal Section 7 consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, under a Programmatic Biological Opinion for 
Federal Aid Projects that May Affect California Red-legged Frogs (completed 
for the preferred alternative, May 10, 2006). The following avoidance and 
minimization measures would be incorporated into all build alternatives:  

C. With Alternative 7, an environmentally sensitive area would be established to 
avoid the fire suppression pond’s emergent vegetation near the pump unit. 
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D. For any build alternative, an environmentally sensitive area would be 
established to restrict access in the proposed aquatic habitat areas near Trafton 
Road. 

E. Only U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-approved biologists would participate in 
activities associated with the capture, handling, and monitoring of California 
red-legged frogs.  

F. Ground disturbance would not begin until written approval is received from 
the Service that the biologist is qualified to conduct the work. 

G. A Service-approved biologist would survey aquatic and riparian areas at the 
project site 48 hours before the onset of work activities. If any life stage of the 
California red-legged frog was found and these individuals were likely to be 
killed or injured by work activities, the approved biologist would be allowed 
sufficient time to move them from the site before work activities begin. The 
Service-approved biologist would relocate the California red-legged frogs the 
shortest distance possible to a location that contains suitable habitat and would 
not be affected by activities associated with the proposed project. The Service-
approved biologist would maintain detailed records of any individuals that 
were moved (size, coloration, any distinguishing features, photographs [digital 
preferred]) to assist him or her in determining whether translocated animals 
are returning to the original point of capture.  

H. Before any activities begin on the project, a Service-approved biologist would 
conduct a training session for all construction personnel. At a minimum, the 
training would include a description of the California red-legged frog and its 
habitat, the specific measures that were being implemented to conserve the 
California red-legged frog for the current project, and the boundaries within 
which the project would be accomplished. Brochures, books and briefings 
may be used in the training session, provided that a qualified person is on 
hand to answer any questions.   

I. A Service-approved biologist would be present at the work site until all 
California red-legged frogs have been removed, workers were instructed, and 
disturbance of habitat was completed. After that time, the state or local 
sponsoring agency would designate a person to monitor on-site compliance 
with all minimization measures. The Service-approved biologist would ensure 
that this monitor receives the training outlined in measure 4 and in the 
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identification of California red-legged frogs. If the monitor or the Service-
approved biologist recommends that work be stopped because California red-
legged frogs would be affected to a degree that exceeds the levels anticipated 
by the Federal Highway Administration and Service during review of the 
proposed action, they would notify the resident engineer (the engineer that is 
directly overseeing and in command of construction activities) immediately. 
The resident engineer would either resolve the situation by eliminating the 
effect immediately or require that all actions causing these effects be halted. If 
work were stopped, the Service would be notified as soon as is reasonably 
possible. 

J. During project activities, all trash that may attract predators would be properly 
contained, removed from the work site, and disposed of regularly. Following 
construction, all trash and construction debris would be removed from work 
areas. 

K. All refueling, maintenance, and staging of equipment and vehicles would 
occur at least 18.3 meters (60 feet) from riparian habitat or water bodies and 
preferably, not in a location from where a spill would drain directly toward 
aquatic habitat. The monitor would ensure contamination of habitat does not 
occur during such operations. Prior to the onset of work, the Federal Highway 
Administration would ensure that a plan is in place for prompt and effective 
response to any accidental spills. All workers would be informed of the 
importance of preventing spills and of the appropriate measures to take should 
a spill occur. 

L. Project sites would be revegetated with an assemblage of native riparian, 
wetland, and upland vegetation suitable for the area. Locally collected plant 
materials would be used to the extent practicable. Invasive, exotic plants 
would be controlled to the maximum extent practicable. This measure would 
be implemented in all areas disturbed by activities associated with the project, 
unless the Service and Federal Highway Administration determine that it is 
not feasible or practical. (For example, an area disturbed by construction that 
would be used for future activities need not be revegetated.) 

M. Habitat contours would be returned to their original configuration at the end of 
project activities. This measure would be implemented in all areas disturbed 
by activities associated with the project, unless the Service and Federal 
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Highway Administration determine that it is not feasible or modification of 
original contours would benefit the California red-legged frog. 

N. The number of access routes, size of staging areas, and the total area of the 
activity would be limited to the minimum necessary to achieve the project 
goal. Environmentally sensitive areas would be established to confine access 
routes and construction areas to the minimum area necessary to complete 
construction, and minimize the impact to California red-legged frog habitat; 
this goal includes locating access routes and construction areas outside of 
wetlands and riparian areas to the maximum extent practicable.  

O. The Federal Highway Administration would attempt to schedule work 
activities for times of the year when impacts to the California red-legged frog 
would be minimal. For example, work that would affect large pools that may 
support breeding would be avoided, to the maximum degree practicable, 
during the breeding season (November through May). Isolated pools that are 
important to maintain California red-legged frogs through the driest portions 
of the year would be avoided, to the maximum degree practicable, during the 
late summer and early fall. Habitat assessments, surveys, and informal 
consultation between the Federal Highway Administration and Service during 
project planning would be used to assist in scheduling work activities to avoid 
sensitive habitats during key times of the year. 

P. To control sedimentation during and after project implementation, the Federal 
Highway Administration and sponsoring agency would implement best 
management practices outlined in any authorizations or permits, issued under 
the authorities of the Clean Water Act, that it receives for the specific project.  
If best management practices are ineffective, the Federal Highway 
Administration would attempt to remedy the situation immediately, in 
consultation with the Service. If a work site is to be temporarily dewatered by 
pumping, intakes would be completely screened with wire mesh not larger 
than 0.5 centimeters (0.2 inch) to prevent California red-legged frogs from 
entering the pump system. Water would be released or pumped downstream at 
an appropriate rate to maintain downstream flows during construction. The 
methods and materials used in any dewatering would be determined by the 
Federal Highway Administration in consultation with the Service on site-
specific basis. Upon completion of construction activities, any diversions or 
barriers to flow would be removed in a manner that would allow flow to 
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resume with the least disturbance to the substrate. Alteration of the stream bed 
would be minimized to the maximum extend possible; any imported material 
would be removed from the stream bed upon completion of the project. 

Q. Unless approved by the Service, water would not be impounded in a manner 
that may attract California red-legged frogs. 

R. A Service-approved biologist would permanently remove any individuals of 
exotic species, such as bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), crayfish, and centrarchid 
fishes from the project area, to the maximum extent possible. The Service-
approved biologist would be responsible for ensuring his or her activities are 
in compliance with the California Fish and Game Code. 

S. To ensure that diseases are not conveyed between work sites by the Service-
approved biologist, the fieldwork code of practice developed by the Declining 
Amphibian Populations Task Force would be followed at all times.  

 
T. If California red-legged frog tadpoles are found in the fire pond, the portion of 

the pond that would be retained would be isolated from the portion that would 
be filled by placement of material that would maintain water clarity in the 
retained portion of the pond. Tadpoles would be relocated to the portion of the 
pond that would be retained until the new pond is constructed and water 
clarity has been established. Ultimately, tadpoles would be introduced to the 
new pond.  

 
U. A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-approved biologist would survey the project 

site before construction resumes each day during rainy weather and, if 
construction is conducted at night between November 1 and April 1, before 
construction begins each night.  

2.4.5 Invasive Species 
Regulatory Setting 
Executive Order 13112 requires federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread 
of invasive species in the United States. The order defines invasive species as “any 
species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of 
propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does 
or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.” 
Federal Highway Administration guidance issued August 10, 1999 directs the use of 
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the state’s noxious weed list to define the invasive plants that must be considered as 
part of the National Environmental Policy Act analysis for a proposed project. 

Affected Environment 
French broom (Genista monspessulana), included on the California Department of 
Food and Agriculture January 2000 Noxious Weed List, was found in the project area 
during biological surveys. The invasive species pampas grass (Cortaderia sp.) and ice 
plant (Carpobrutus sp.) were also found in the project area.   

Impacts 
Spreading of these species from the project site is not a concern because the project 
would not export material. All material would be retained within the project limits.  

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
To prevent new invasive species from being imported to the site, Caltrans would 
recommend that the contractor implement the following control measures:  

A. Only certified noxious weed-free erosion control materials would be used. All 
straw and seed material shall be certified weed-free by the County Agricultural 
Commissioner before being used at the project site. The California Department of 
Food and Agriculture maintains a current listing of noxious weeds.  

B. Imported fill material shall be weed-free.  

C. The invasive species jubata grass and French broom within the work area would  
be targeted for removal before earthwork activities.   

D. After construction, the contractor will implement a minimum 1-year plant 
establishment and weed control period in all areas treated with erosion control 
seed mixes.   

E. In highway planting areas (where trees and shrubs are planted), a minimum 3-year 
plant establishment and weed control period would apply. 
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Figure 19 Visual Simulations 
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Chapter 3 Comments and Coordination 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public 
agencies is an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of 
environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation 
measures and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public 
participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of formal and 
informal methods, including project development team meetings, Citizen Advisory 
Group meetings and interagency coordination meetings. This section summarizes the 
results of Caltrans’ efforts to identify, address and resolve project-related issues 
through early and continuing coordination. 

3.1 Project Development Team Meetings 

The project development team is composed of key members of the Caltrans staff and 
external stakeholders. The team acts as a steering committee and decision-making 
body in directing the course of studies required for developing and evaluating project 
alternatives. The team met every four to six months to review and provide direction 
on project progress. 

External members of the Salinas Road Interchange Project Development Team 
included representatives from the following agencies and organizations: 

• Transportation Agency of Monterey County 
• Monterey County  

Department of Public Works 
Department of Planning and Building Inspection 
District Supervisor’s Office 

• U.S. Representative Sam Farr 
• Moss Landing Harbor District 
• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
• California Highway Patrol 
• California Coastal Commission 
• Monterey-Salinas Transit 
• Monterey County Agricultural Lands Conservancy 
• Salinas Road Interchange Citizens Advisory Group 
• North County Fire Protection District 
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3.2 Salinas Road Interchange Citizens Advisory Group  

A citizens advisory group was formed in October 2001 to assist Caltrans in the early 
project planning stages and to advise the project development team on the project 
purpose and need, community values, the range of alternatives, potential 
environmental impacts and avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures.   

This group was made up of 12 representatives from residential, business, agricultural 
and environmental interests. The group developed a charter and chose two members 
to serve as co-chairs and representatives on the project development team. The group 
also identified alternates to serve in a member’s absence. The group met every two to 
four months for three and a half years. The group met to: 

• identify and become informed on important project issues  
• gather information from and disseminate information to the community  
• develop a common understanding of the project’s purpose statement  
• share perspectives and requirements unique to each community  
• discuss alternative solutions  
• provide comment on suggested proposals 
• discuss avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures for environmental 

impacts  

Community, agency and interest group representatives also participated in the group’s 
discussions.  

In the community, there is strong support for the project. Community members use 
the existing intersection most frequently and are substantially affected by the safety 
concerns, delay and congestion. Most concerns raised by the group involved issues 
related to farmlands, traffic and scenic resources impacts.  

3.3 Interagency Coordination  

Monterey County 

Monterey County Agricultural Commission 
On November 7, 2002, a Williamson Act parcel list was requested for the project area 
from the Monterey County Agricultural Commission; the list was received on 
November 11, 2002. On November 14, 2002, Caltrans staff met with the Assistant 
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Agricultural Commissioner to discuss Williamson Act contracts, impacts to 
agricultural lands, and potential mitigation approaches. 

On October 25, 2005, the following individuals met to identify mitigation measures 
for impacts to farmland that would result from the preferred alternative:  

• Monterey County Dept of Planning  and Building: Carl Holm, Coastal Planner 
• Monterey County Agricultural Commission: Bob Roach, Director 
• Monterey County Agricultural and Historical Conservancy: Sherwood Darington, 

President  
• Monterey County Supervisor’s Office: Lou Calcagno, Supervisor and Tisha 

Hutchins, Assistant 
• City of Watsonville: David Koch, City Public Works Director 
• Coastal Commission: Lee Otter, Planner            
• Local Land Owner: Elio Rodoni, Sunset Farms, Inc. 
• Caltrans: Wendy Waldron and John Luchetta, Environmental Planners 

Create or Restore Agricultural Lands: Mitigation measures were identified and 
prioritized by effectiveness. The most effective mitigation measure would be to create 
or restore degraded parcels to coastal irrigated agricultural use. This could be 
accomplished by transferring the top 18 inches of topsoil from Coastal Agricultural 
Preservation lands that would be affected by the project onto degraded Coastal 
Agricultural Preservation lands or onto lands not currently zoned for irrigated 
agricultural use. Created and restored parcels would be required to remain in 
agricultural use in perpetuity. An organization such as the Monterey County 
Agricultural and Historical Conservancy would monitor the success of the mitigation 
over a three- to five-year period. The participants noted that this method has been 
used successfully in the past and that it provides the additional value of enhancing 
rural visual qualities. Using this method, the mitigation ratio could be 1:1 or less, 
depending on the other associated enhancements. The Monterey County Agricultural 
and Historical Conservancy identified parcels for consideration in creating coastal 
agricultural lands. 
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Buy Development Rights and Enter into Conservation Easements: The group 
indicated the purchase of development rights and establishment of conservation 
easements was the second priority approach for mitigating impacts to farmland. 
Development rights are calculated by comparing the value of the land when used for 
agriculture and its value when used for development. The difference is the value of 
the development right. Currently, there are nearby communities that need to establish 
conservation easements. Mitigation ratios for this project would be 3:1.  

Monterey County Office of Planning and Building 
On October 5, 2004, Caltrans discussed wetlands mapping with county staff. On 
April 13, 2005, Caltrans met with county staff at the project location to discuss the 
build alternatives and visual, biological and farmlands impacts and mitigation.  

On November 2, 2005, Carl Holm, Monterey County Office of Planning and Building 
Planner and Lee Otter, Coastal Commission Planner, met with Caltrans to discuss 
amendments to the Local Coastal Program that may be required for the project. These 
are documented in Appendix I and Appendix J.  

Monterey County Assessor's and Recorder's Office  
Research on the history of the project area was conducted at these offices by Caltrans 
cultural resources staff.   

California Coastal Commission 
On May 19 and October 5, 2004, Caltrans staff discussed wetlands definitions, 
impacts and potential mitigation measures. Lee Otter of the Coastal Commission 
attended most citizens advisory group and project development team meetings.  

Caltrans staff biologist (Dave Hacker) and Coastal Commission staff (John Dixon and 
Lee Otter) visited the project site on November 21, 2005 to review and revise the 
wetland delineation. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
A species list for the project area was requested from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service on March 8, 2002; the list was received on May 6, 2002. On July 15, 2004 
and October 27, 2004, Caltrans contacted the Service to discuss impacts and 
mitigation for California red-legged frog critical habitat. On May 10, 2006 U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service provided a Biological Opinion for the project, which concluded 
that the preferred project alternative is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of the California red-legged frog. 
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Natural Resources Conservation Service 
On November 14, 2002, Caltrans staff discussed the approach used by the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service to assess farmland impacts. On April 6, 2004, a 
request was made to the Natural Resources Conservation Service to complete a 
farmland conservation impact rating sheet for the project; the completed rating sheet 
was received on April 10, 2004.  

Historical Societies 
Letters were sent and research was conducted at the Pajaro Valley Historical 
Association, the Monterey County Historical Society, the Castroville Historical 
Society and the Moffett Field Historical Society requesting information on the history 
of the project area. 

Native American Groups 
Letters describing the project were sent to the following Ohlone representatives on 
March 14, 2003: Charlie Higuera, Juanita Ingalls, Jakki Kehl, Ed Ketchum, Quirina 
Luna, Marion Martinex, Paul Mondragon, Pat Orozco, Ella Mae Rodriguez, Rudy 
Rosales, Anne-Marie Sayers, Linda Yamane and Irene Zweirlein.  

Native American Heritage Commission 
A letter describing the project was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission 
on March 14, 2003. 

Monterey-Salinas Transit 
On January 20, 2005, Caltrans contacted Monterey-Salinas Transit to discuss 
relocation of bus stops. 

Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
On January 20, 2005, Caltrans contacted the Pajaro Valley Unified School District to 
discuss relocation of bus stops. 

3.4 Public Meetings 

A public hearing was held to meet California Environmental Quality Act and 
National Environmental Policy Act requirements as part of the circulation of the draft 
Salinas Road Interchange Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/ 
Environmental Assessment, which was circulating for comment. The Initial Study 
with Proposed Negative Declaration/ Environmental Assessment was made available 
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to the public starting July 14, 2005. Comments were due to Caltrans by August 12, 
2005. 

Notice of the Public Hearing 
The public notice announcing availability of the environmental document and 
advertising the hearing ran on July 14, 2005, in the Monterey Herald, The Californian 
and Register-Pajaronian, and on July 16, 2005, in the Spanish language newspaper, 
El Sol. In addition, the Santa Cruz Sentinel published an article on the project and 
hearing on July 20, 2005. 

The Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/ Environmental Assessment 
was available for review during the public comment period at the Monterey County 
and Santa Cruz County clerk offices, and the following libraries: 

• Watsonville County Library, 310 Union St., Watsonville, CA 
• Seaside Branch, 550 Harcourt Ave., Seaside, CA 
• Castroville Library, 11266 Merritt St., Castroville, CA 

It was also available online at the Caltrans web site: 
1Hhttp://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/#mon 

The Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment 
was sent to 31 entities, including federal, state and local agencies, interest groups and 
individuals. A notice of the availability of the document and the public hearing was 
also sent to 40 additional federal, state and local agencies, interest groups and 
individuals. The Transportation Agency of Monterey County sent notices to an 
additional dozen local partner agencies as well. Members of the citizens advisory 
group informed their communities of the public hearing.  

The Caltrans Public Affairs office sent press releases announcing the public hearing 
to all local and regional media outlets (including multi-cultural) as well as state, 
county and local agencies, including the California Highway Patrol, emergency 
services (police, fire and ambulance), regional transportation planning agencies, and 
the metropolitan planning organization. 
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The Public Hearing 
The public hearing was held from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. on July 28, 2005 at the 
Ohlone School Auditorium at 21 Bay Farms Road in Watsonville, California. The 
purpose of the hearing was to provide information and solicit comment on the 
proposed interchange project before the final design was selected.  

Sixty-six people signed in at the public hearing. Informational display boards with 
maps, cross-sections and graphics were set up around the room. Project team 
members were available to explain the displays, answer questions and receive public 
input. Staff attended from the Transportation Agency for Monterey County and the 
California Department of Transportation.  

The meeting began with a two-and-a-half hour open house review of project maps, 
alternatives and poster displays. At 6:30 p.m., the open house session was temporarily 
suspended while a presentation and question/answer session was held. The 
presentation concluded at 7:30 p.m., and the meeting format changed back to the open 
house for the remainder of the evening, ending at 8:00 p.m. 

Staff encouraged attendees to fill out comment cards (available at the meeting) or 
submit them by mail or e-mail to Caltrans. A court reporter was also on hand to 
record dictated comments at the hearing. Caltrans provided Spanish language 
translation. 

The following media outlets covered the hearing: KION, Channel 46 (CBS), 
Univision, Channel 67 and the Register-Pajaronian.  

Response  
At the close of the comment period, Caltrans had received 52 written comments from 
individuals, and federal, state and local agencies. See Appendix H, which contains the 
comments received.  

The majority expressed strong support for the project. Of those noting a preference 
for a design alternative, 10 identified Alternative 7, three identified Alternative 1, and 
one identified Alternative 5. Some people noted they would like to see interim 
improvements at the Salinas Road intersection, as the project would not be completed 
for some time.  
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Staff from Monterey County Planning and the Coastal Commission indicated there 
might be a need to amend the Local Coastal Plan to allow for a zoning change of 
agricultural lands to public/quasi public lands. 
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Chapter 4  List of Preparers 

 

138 Salinas Road Interchange 

Ruth A. McCuen, Graphic Designer III. Fine Art/Design major; 35 years experience 
in graphics arts and design. Contribution: Created graphic illustrations and 
mapping. 
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analysis and mapping.  
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experience in environmental analysis and documentation; 20 years experience 
in California archaeology. Contribution: Initial Study/Environmental 
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Bing Y. Yu, Transportation Engineer. B.S., Civil Engineering; 3 years experience in 
traffic analysis and micro simulation. Contribution: Traffic Operations 
Analysis.  
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APPENDIX A  CEQA Checklist 
The following checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors 
that might be affected by the proposed project. The California Environmental Quality 
Act impact levels include “potentially significant impact,” “less than significant 
impact with mitigation,” “less than significant impact,” and “no impact.”  

The California Environmental Quality Act requires that environmental documents 
determine significant or potentially significant impacts. In many cases, background 
studies performed in connection with the project indicate no impacts. A mark in the 
“no impact” column of the checklist reflects this determination. Any needed 
explanation of that determination is provided at the beginning of Chapter 2.
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AESTHETICS - Would the project:  
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?      X    

 
 

      X  
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
building within a state scenic highway? 

 
 

 
 

  X      c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?  

 

 
 

    X    
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area? 

 
 

 
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the project: 

 

 
 

    X    

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

 

 

 
 

    X    b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 

 

 
AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

 

 
 

      X  a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
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    X    
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

 

 

 
 

      X  d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration? 

 

 

 
 

      X  e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 

 

 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

    X    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

C) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
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    X    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

 

 

 
COMMUNITY RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 
a) Cause disruption of orderly planned development?        X  
 

 

  X      b) Be inconsistent with a Coastal Zone Management Plan? 
 

 

 
 

      X  c) Affect lifestyles or neighborhood character or stability? 
 

 

 
d) Physically divide an established community?        X  

 
 

      X  e) Affect minority, low-income, elderly, disabled, 
transit-dependent, or other specific interest group? 

 

 

 
 

      X  f) Affect employment, industry, or commerce, or 
require the displacement of businesses or farms? 

 

 

 
g) Affect property values or the local tax base?        X  
 

 

      X  
h) Affect any community facilities (including medical, 
educational, scientific, or religious institutions, 
ceremonial sites or sacred shrines? 

 

 

 
 

      X  i) Result in alterations to waterborne, rail, or air traffic? 
 

 

 
 

      X  j) Support large commercial or residential development? 
 

 

 

k) Affect wild or scenic rivers or natural landmarks?        X  

 
    X    

l) Result in substantial impacts associated with 
construction activities (e.g., noise, dust, temporary 
drainage, traffic detours, and temporary access, etc.)? 

 

 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

      X  a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 
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      X  b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?  

 

 

 
 

      X  
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

 

 

 
 

      X  d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
 

 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:  
 

 

      X  
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

 

 

 
 

      X  

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 

 

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?        X  
 

 

      X  iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 

 

 
iv) Landslides?        X  
 

 
    X    b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property. 

 

 

 
 

      X  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - 
Would the project: 

 

 
 

      X  
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably forseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous material, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

 

 
 

 

      X  

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

 

 

 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would 
the project: 

 

 
 

      X  a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 
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      X  

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

 

 

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?        X  

 
 

 

      X  
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 

 

 
 

      X  h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

 

 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?        X  

 
LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:   
 

 

  X      

a) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 
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    X    b) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 

 

 
MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:   
 

 

      X  
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 

 

 

 
NOISE - Would the project:  
 

 

      X  

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

 

 

 
 

      X  b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the 
project:  

 
 

    X    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

 
PUBLIC SERVICES -  

 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

 

 
 Fire protection?        X  

 
 Police protection?       X  

 
 Schools?        X  

 
 Parks?        X  

 
 Other public facilities?        X  

 
RECREATION -  

 
 

      X  

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

 
 

 
 

      X  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 
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TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the 
project:  

 

 

    X    

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 

 

 
    X    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
c) Result in a change in air traffic patters, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incomplete uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
 

 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?        X  

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?        X  

 
 

      X  
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
 

 
UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:  

 
 

      X  a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?  

 

 
 

      X  

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

    X    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
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      X  

e) Result in determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 
 

 

      X  g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?  

 

 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -  

 

 

  X      

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, or cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 

 

 

 
 

    X    
c) Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 
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APPENDIX B  Title VI Policy Statement  
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APPENDIX C  Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Summary 

Section 
Number 

Reference 

Mitigation 
Reference 
Number 

Mitigation Commitments 

A 

Minimizing the widening of Highway 1 the minimum length necessary to 
improve safety. Additional lanes would be extended only between 
Salinas Road and the existing four-lane highway, just south of the 
Trafton Road undercrossing.  

B 

Minimizing the area needed for frontage roads. Frontage roads have 
been designed as close as possible to the ultimate highway alignment 
and slopes have been made steeper (revised from 4:1 to 2:1) to 
minimize impacts to farmland. 

C 
Alternative 7 includes a design exception to allow the western frontage 
road to intersect Salinas Road, at an intersection with traffic signals at 
the southbound off-ramp. 

D 
During the project development phases subsequent to approval of the 
final environmental document, Caltrans would continue to incorporate 
design features that further minimize impacts to farmland.   

E 

To minimize temporary construction-related impacts, environmentally 
sensitive area fencing would be established 3 meters (10 feet) beyond 
the edge of the permanent impact area. No equipment or earthwork 
would be allowed in these environmentally sensitive areas.  

F 
During construction, provisions for adequate access would ensure that 
agricultural operations are not impaired and that the roadside produce 
stand, important to the surrounding farm operations, remains viable.  

G 

In the event that an excess parcel of farmland results from construction, 
adequate access to water for irrigation of crops would be established 
and a permanent easement would be attached to ensure agricultural 
land use of the parcel in perpetuity. 

H 

Mitigation for temporary impacts to farmlands would consist of the 
restoration of those areas that were disturbed. Caltrans would direct the 
construction contractor to stockpile topsoil from areas of coastal 
agricultural preservation lands for eventual replacement on parcels 
subject to temporary impacts. 

I 
Pursuant to the Farmland Protection Policy Act, no mitigation would be 
required because conversion of farmland by the build alternatives was 
rated as minor.  

J 

Neither Monterey County’s North County Land Use Plan, which 
includes the Local Coastal Program, nor its Implementation Plan 
establishes mitigation guidelines for impacts to agricultural lands. 
However, during informal consultation, California Coastal Commission 
and Monterey County staff indicated that mitigation for farmland impacts 
would be a condition of the local coastal permit for the project.  

K 

On October 2, 2005, Caltrans met with members of the agricultural 
community to identify mitigation measures for impacts to farmland that 
would result from the preferred alternative. Refer to Section 3.3 for 
details. Caltrans will mitigate impacts to farmland by creating or 
restoring degraded farmland to irrigated coastal agricultural 
preservation land use at a ration of 1:1.  

L 

The contractor will be directed to stockpile the top 18 inches of soil from 
agricultural preservation lands and use the amount, in excess of that 
needed to offset temporary impacts, to create or restore degraded 
parcels within the coastal zone. 

2.2.3 
Farmlands 

M 
Caltrans would enter into an agreement with the Monterey County 
Agricultural and Historical Conservancy to monitor and report o success 
of the agricultural land creation/restoration for a three-year period.  
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Section 
Number 

Reference 

Mitigation 
Reference 
Number 

Mitigation Commitments 

2.2.5 Traffic 
and 

Transportation 
A 

A Traffic Management Plan would be developed to accommodate local 
traffic patterns and reduce delays, congestion and collisions. The plan 
would be coordinated with Commute Alternatives in Monterey County 
and Commute Solutions in Santa Crux County and include the following 
elements: 
Public awareness through brochures, mailers, media releases and 
information centers.  
Motorist awareness through road signs, including changeable message 
signs.  
Incident management through the Construction Zone Enhanced 
Enforcement Program and traffic surveillance stations.  

A Landscaping would be included as par to f the project.  

B 
The community would be invloved in the design of the bridge structure 
aesthetics and the landscaping plan through the creation of an 
Aesthetic Design Advisory Committee. 

C 
All slopes within the project limits would include contour grading and 
slope rounding.  Unnatural-appearing landform remnants would be 
removed or re-graded. 

D All project fencing (except on the bridge structure) would be wood or 
metal T-post and wire. 

E All lighting would be the minimum height and illumination allowed by 
applicable safety standards. 

F All lighting on the bridge structure would be hooded or include cut-off 
shields to reduce visibility of the light source from off-site locations. 

G All metal beam guardrail beams and posts would be darkened by acid-
etching. 

H 

Native shrubs or tall grasses would be planted between the Highway 1 
mainline and the county frontage road to the west. Shrubs would be 0.9 
to 1.2 meters  (3 to 4 feet) tall at maturity and planted to appear as 
naturally occurring vegetation.   

I Existing trees would be protected with use of  slope-warping and timber 
tree wells. 

2.2.6 
Visual 

J All trees removed would replaced on site at a ratio of five trees for every 
tree removed.  

A 

Existing vegetation has been preserved to the maximum extent 
practicable. All vegetated areas that are to b protected during 
construction will be delineated on the project plans and included in the 
resident engineer’s file and in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

B All disturbed soil areas will be replanted as soon as work in a specific 
area is completed. 

C All storm drain inlets that would receive runoff form disturbed areas 
during construction will have inlet protection installed.  

2.3.1 
Water Quality 

and 
Stormwater 

Runoff 

D 

Location of excess material stockpiles should be identified in the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan. The stockpiles will be put where they 
are protected from run-off and are located away from concentrated 
flows of storm water, drainage courses and inlets.  
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Section 
Number 

Reference 

Mitigation 
Reference 
Number 

Mitigation Commitments 

 

E 

All build alternatives would include at least 1,524 linear meters (5000 
feet), 1 hectare (2.5 acres) of vegetated ditches that receive highway 
runoff (for transferring and filtering highway water runoff). The ditches 
would be seeded with grasses and other low-growing vegetation to 
provide the greatest filtering capacity. Based on species observed 
growing in wetlands in the project area, the recommended planting or 
seeding would include creeping wild rye  (Leymus triticoides), California 
oatgrass (Danthonia californica), tufted hairgrass (Deschampsia 
caespitosa ssp. Caespitosa), and meadow barley (Hordeum 
brachyantherrum). Other shrubs and grasses would invade the site 
naturally. If restoration occurred outside the vegetated ditches, the 
planting mix would also include yarrow (Achillea millefolium), California 
blackberry (Rubus ursinus), rush (Juncus patens) and willows (Salix 
lasiolepis and S. lasiandra). 

A 

Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing would be placed along the limits 
of temporary impacts, 3 meters (10 feet) beyond the cut and fill limits, to 
minimize encroachment of construction equipment in to oak woodland 
that is adjacent to the project limits.  

2.4.1  
Natural 

Communities 
B 

Coast live oaks removed would be replaced on site at a ratio of five 
trees for every tree removed. Plantings would be monitored for three 
years. Success criteria would be 75%.  

A 

To minimize temporary, construction-related impacts, environmentally 
sensitive area fencing would be placed 3 meters (10 feet) beyond the 
edge of impact. No equipment of earthwork would be allowed in these 
areas.  

B 

The project would create a minimum of 0.60 acre of wetland as close as 
possible to the project. Caltrans would buy the site and retain it after 
establishing Coastal Zone wetlands. The site would be planted with a 
willow overstory and suitable native understory species. It would be 
monitored for three years. Success criteria would be 75% cover of 
native vegetation.  

C 

All build alternatives are expected to include at least 1,524 linear meters 
(5000 feet), 1 hectare (2.5 acres) of vegetated ditches that receive 
highway runoff (for transferring and filtering highway water runoff). The 
ditches would be seeded with grasses and other low-growing vegetation 
to provide the greatest filtering capacity. Based on species observed 
growing in wetlands in the project area, the recommended planting or 
seeding would include creeping wild rye  (Leymus triticoides), California 
oatgrass (Danthonia californica), tufted hairgrass (Deschampsia 
caespitosa ssp. Caespitosa), and meadow barley (Hordeum 
brachyantherrum). Other shrubs and grasses would invade the site 
naturally. If restoration occurred outside the vegetated ditches, the 
planting mix would also include yarrow (Achillea millefolium), California 
blackberry (Rubus ursinus), rush (Juncus patens) and willows (Salix 
lasiolepis and S. lasiandra).  

2.4.2 
Wetlands and 
Other Waters 

D Mitigation for temporary impacts would consist of the restoration of 
those areas (revegetation at a 1:1 ratio) that were disturbed. 

2.4.3  
Nesting 

Migratory 
Birds 

A 

The project’s special provisions direct Caltrans to ensure that any oak 
trees removed in the nesting period (March 1 to July 31) are surveyed 
by a qualified biologist prior to removal to ensure that nesting birds are 
not present.  

A 0.04 hectare (0.10 acre) of emergent vegetation, which serves as 
California red-legged frog habitat, would be replaced. 

B Water would be retained in the fire suppression pond during 
reconfiguration.  

2.4.4 
Threatened 

and 
Endangered 

Species 
 

C 
With Alternative 7, an Environmentally Sensitive Area would be 
established to avoid the fire suppression pond’s emergent vegetation 
near the pump unit. 
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Section 
Number 

Reference 

Mitigation 
Reference 
Number 

Mitigation Commitments 

D 
For any build alternative, an Environmentally Sensitive Area would be 
established to restrict access in the proposed aquatic habitat areas near 
Trafton Road. 

E 
Only Service-approved biologists would participate in activities 
associated with the capture, handling, and monitoring of California red-
legged frogs.  

F Ground disturbance would not begin until written approval is received 
from the Service that the biologist is qualified to conduct the work. 

G 

A Service-approved biologist would survey aquatic and riparian areas at 
the project site 48 hours before the onset of work activities. If any life 
stage of the California red-legged frog was found and these individuals 
were likely to be killed or injured by work activities, the approved 
biologist would be allowed sufficient time to move them from the site 
before work activities begin. The Service-approved biologist would 
relocate the California red-legged frogs the shortest distance possible to 
a location that contains suitable habitat and would not be affected by 
activities associated with the proposed project. The Service-approved 
biologist would maintain detailed records of any individuals that were 
moved (size, coloration, any distinguishing features, photographs 
[digital preferred]) to assist him or her in determining whether 
translocated animals are returning to the original point of capture.  

H 

Before any activities begin on the project, a Service-approved biologist 
would conduct a training session for all construction personnel. At a 
minimum, the training would include a description of the California red-
legged frog and its habitat, the specific measures that were being 
implemented to conserve the California red-legged frog for the current 
project, and the boundaries within which the project would be 
accomplished. Brochures, books and briefings may be used in the 
training session, provided that a qualified person is on hand to answer 
any questions.   

I 

A Service-approved biologist would be present at the work site until all 
California red-legged frogs have been removed, workers were 
instructed, and disturbance of habitat was completed. After that time, 
the state or local sponsoring agency would designate a person to 
monitor on-site compliance with all minimization measures.  The 
Service-approved biologist would ensure that this monitor receives the 
training outlined in measure 33 and in the identification of California red-
legged frogs. If the monitor or the Service-approved biologist 
recommends that work be stopped because California red-legged frogs 
would be affected to a degree that exceeds the levels anticipated by the 
Federal Highway Administration and Service during review of the 
proposed action, they would notify the resident engineer (the engineer 
that is directly overseeing and in command of construction activities) 
immediately. The resident engineer would either resolve the situation by 
eliminating the effect immediately or require that all actions causing 
these effects be halted. If work were stopped, the Service would be 
notified as soon as is reasonably possible. 

 

J 

During project activities, all trash that may attract predators would be 
properly contained, removed from the work site, and disposed of 
regularly. Following construction, all trash and construction debris would 
be removed from work areas. 
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Section 
Number 

Reference 

Mitigation 
Reference 
Number 

Mitigation Commitments 

K 

All refueling, maintenance, and staging of equipment and vehicles 
would occur at least 18.3 meters (60 feet) from riparian habitat or water 
bodies and preferably, not in a location from where a spill would drain 
directly toward aquatic habitat. The monitor would ensure contamination 
of habitat does not occur during such operations.  Prior to the onset of 
work, the Federal Highway Administration would ensure that a plan is in 
place for prompt and effective response to any accidental spills.  All 
workers would be informed of the importance of preventing spills and of 
the appropriate measures to take should a spill occur. 

L 

Project sites would be revegetated with an assemblage of native 
riparian, wetland, and upland vegetation suitable for the area. Locally 
collected plant materials would be used to the extent practicable. 
Invasive, exotic plants would be controlled to the maximum extent 
practicable. This measure would be implemented in all areas disturbed 
by activities associated with the project, unless the Service and Federal 
Highway Administration determine that it is not feasible or practical. (For 
example, an area disturbed by construction that would be used for 
future activities need not be revegetated.) 

M 

Habitat contours would be returned to their original configuration at the 
end of project activities. This measure would be implemented in all 
areas disturbed by activities associated with the project, unless the 
Service and Federal Highway Administration determine that it is not 
feasible or modification of original contours would benefit the California 
red-legged frog. 

N 

The number of access routes, size of staging areas, and the total area 
of the activity would be limited to the minimum necessary to achieve the 
project goal.  Environmentally sensitive areas would be established to 
confine access routes and construction areas to the minimum area 
necessary to complete construction, and minimize the impact to 
California red-legged frog habitat; this goal includes locating access 
routes and construction areas outside of wetlands and riparian areas to 
the maximum extent practicable.  

 

O 

The Federal Highway Administration would attempt to schedule work 
activities for times of the year when impacts to the California red-legged 
frog would be minimal.  For example, work that would affect large pools 
that may support breeding would be avoided, to the maximum degree 
practicable, during the breeding season (November through May). 
Isolated pools that are important to maintain California red-legged frogs 
through the driest portions of the year would be avoided, to the 
maximum degree practicable, during the late summer and early fall.  
Habitat assessments, surveys, and informal consultation between the 
Federal Highway Administration and Service during project planning 
would be used to assist in scheduling work activities to avoid sensitive 
habitats during key times of the year. 
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Number 

Reference 

Mitigation 
Reference 
Number 

Mitigation Commitments 

P 

To control sedimentation during and after project implementation, the 
Federal Highway Administration and sponsoring agency would 
implement best management practices outlined in any authorizations or 
permits, issued under the authorities of the Clean Water Act, that it 
receives for the specific project.  If best management practices are 
ineffective, the Federal Highway Administration would attempt to 
remedy the situation immediately, in consultation with the Service. If a 
work site is to be temporarily dewatered by pumping, intakes would be 
completely screened with wire mesh not larger than 0.5 centimeters 
(0.2 inch) to prevent California red-legged frogs from entering the pump 
system. Water would be released or pumped downstream at an 
appropriate rate to maintain downstream flows during construction. The 
methods and materials used in any dewatering would be determined by 
the Federal Highway Administration in consultation with the Service on 
site-specific basis.  Upon completion of construction activities, any 
diversions or barriers to flow would be removed in a manner that would 
allow flow to resume with the least disturbance to the substrate.  
Alteration of the stream bed would be minimized to the maximum 
extend possible; any imported material would be removed from the 
stream bed upon completion of the project. 

Q Unless approved by the Service, water would not be impounded in a 
manner that may attract California red-legged frogs. 

R 

A Service-approved biologist would permanently remove any individuals 
of exotic species, such as bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), crayfish, and 
centrarchid fishes from the project area, to the maximum extent 
possible. The Service-approved biologist would be responsible for 
ensuring his or her activities are in compliance with the California Fish 
and Game Code. 

S 

If California red-legged frog tadpoles are found in the fire pond, the 
portion of the pond that would be retained would be isolated from the 
portion that would be filled by placement of material that would maintain 
water clarity in the retained portion of the pond. Tadpoles would be 
relocated to the portion of the pond that would be retained until the new 
pond is constructed and water clarity has been established. Ultimately, 
tadpoles would be introduced to the new pond. 

 

T 

A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-approved biologist would survey the 
project site before construction resumes each day during rainy weather 
and, if construction is conducted at night between November 1 and April 
1, before construction begins each night 

A 

Only certified noxious weed-free erosion control materials would be 
used. All straw and seed material shall be certified weed-free by the 
County Agricultural Commissioner before being used at the project site. 
The California Department of Food and Agriculture maintains a current 
listing of noxious weeds. 

B Imported fill material shall be weed-free. 

C The invasive species jubata grass and French broom within the work 
area would  be targeted for removal prior to earthwork activities. 

2.4.5 
Invasive 
Species 

D 
After construction, the contractor will implement a minimum 1-year plant 
establishment and weed control period in all areas treated with erosion 
control seed mixes. 
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APPENDIX E  List of Technical Studies that    
are Bound Separately 

Air Quality Report 

Noise Study Report 

Water Quality Report 

Natural Environment Study 

Historical Property Survey Report 

Historic Study Report 

Historic Resource Evaluation Report 

Historic Architectural Survey Report 

Archaeological Survey Report 

Hazardous Waste Report 

Initial Site Assessment 

Scenic Resource Evaluation/Visual Assessment 

Initial Paleontology Study 

Traffic Forecasting Memo 

Traffic Operations Analysis 

Salinas Road Interchange Citizens Advisory Group Charter 
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APPENDIX F  Farmland Conversion Rating 
Form and Scores Explanation 

 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request: 4/6/04 

Name of Project: Salinas Road Interchange Federal Agency Involved: FHWA 

Proposed Land Use: Transportation County and State: Monterey, CA  

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)      Date Request Received By NRCS:  

4/7/04 

Person Completing Form: 

 Dorothy Dowling  

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 
             

Acres Irrigated 
260,013 

Average Farm 

Size 

1,277 
   Major Crop(s) 

Lettuce, Artichokes, Strawberries 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:       388,633                          % 18.2 

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:         224,718                        %   10.6    

Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

 

Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

NA 

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

4/21/04 

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site A 
Alt. 1 

Site B 
Alt. 5 

Site C 
Alt. 7  

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 38.7 41.9 36.0  

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 6.0 6.0 3.4  

   C. Total Acres In Corridor 44.7 47.9 39.4  

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 6.4 6.0 7.4  

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland 30.4 34.9 26.8  

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.009 0.01 0.009  

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value NA NA NA  

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

69.6 70.7 69.8  

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria 
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 

Maximum
Points 

Site 1 Site 5 Site 7  

   1.  Area In Non-urban Use (15) 15 15 15  

   2.  Perimeter In Non-urban Use (10) 10 10 10  

   3.  Percent Of Site Being Farmed (20) 10 12 11  

   4.  Protection Provided By State and Local Government (20) 20 20 20  

   5.  Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average (10) 0 0 0  

   6.  Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland (25) 0 0 0  

   7.  Availability Of Farm Support Services (5) 5 5 5  

   8. On-Farm Investments (20) 20 20 20  

   9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (25) 0 0 0  

   10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use (10) 0 0 0  

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 80 82 81  

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      
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   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 69.9              

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160 80   82 81  

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines)       260 149.9 152.7 150.8  

 

Site Selected:       

 

Date Of Selection       

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

 YES                 NO   

Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006-CPA 106 (03-02) 
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Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form Scores Explanation 
 

Score Form 1006 
Question  # 

Evaluation 
Methods Applied Alt 1 Alt 5 Alt 7 

Comments 

1. How much land is in 
non-urban use 
within a radius of 
1.0 mile from where 
project is intended?  

0-15 pts 

Using Monterey County 
Zoning maps and 
topographic maps, 
outlined a 1-mile radius 
area and roughly 
calculated amount of ag 
land, and urban land 
within.  

15 15 15 
More than 90% of the 
land within a 1- mile 
radius is ag land.  

2. How much of the 
perimeter of the site 
boarders on land in 
non-urban use? 

 0-10 pts 

Using Monterey County 
Zoning maps, roughly 
calculated use of 
perimeter area. Roughly 
95% of all alternatives’ 
perimeter are non-urban. 

10 10 10  

3. How much of the 
site has been 
farmed more than 5 
of the last ten 
years?  

0-20 pts 

Each site (or alternative) 
includes a large 
percentage of existing 
right-of-way as well as 
ag land. According to the 
University of California 
at Davis farm advisor, 
Mark Bolda, all of the ag 
lands within each alt 
have been cultivated for 
at least 50 years.  
 
Using Arcview, 
calculated sum of 
acreage for all land uses 
within each alt and sum 
of exiting right-of-way 
plus developed lands for 
each alternative.  
Calculated percentage 
of alt being farmed 
currently. 

10 12 11 

Alt 1 contains 68.6 
acres exist ROW + D 
lands = 33.5 acres;  
% farmed = 52% 
 
Alt 5 contains 69.6 
acres exist ROW + D 
lands = 29.25 5 acres;  
% farmed = 58% 
 
Alt 7 contains 68.0 
acres  exist ROW + D 
lands = 31.45 acres; % 
farmed = 54% 
 

4. Is the site subject to 
state or other 
policies to protect 
farmland?  

0-20 

Referred to Monterey 
County North County 
Local Coastal Plan to 
determine farmland type. 
Contacted Monterey 
County for identification 
of parcels with 
Williamson Act Contract. 

20 20 20 

More than half the 
parcels for each 
alternative are eligible 
for Williamson Act 
contracts. One parcel in 
each alternative is in 
Williamson Act contract. 
This question is either 
all or nothing.  

5. Is the farm unit(s) 
containing the site 
as large as the 
average size farm 
unit in the county?  

0-10 pts 

NRCS notes averge-
sized  farm unit in 
Monterey County = 1277 
ac. Ave. sized farm unit 
in project area is 75 
acres.  

0 0 0 
All parcels are far less 
than 50% of the average 
farm unit in the county. 
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Score 

6. How much of the 
remaining land on 
each ag parcel 
would become non-
farmable? 

0-10 pts 

For each alternative, 
less than 1% of each 
parcel would become 
non-farmable. 

0 0 0 

Per the local farmers, 
currently, small parcels 
are combined with 
larger to maximize 
farming. If any of the 
alternatives left small 
parcels, they would be 
combined through lease 
with others to enable 
continued farming. 

7. Does the site have 
available adequate 
supply of farm 
support services 
and markets. 

0-5 pts 

All ag parcels have all 
required services 
available 

5 5 5  

8. Does site have 
substantial and well-
maintained on-farm 
investments?  

0-20 pts 

Not all parcels have on-
farm investments, but 
each combined 
ownership or lease 
does.  

20 20 20  

9. Would the project at 
this site, by 
converting farmland 
to non-ag use, 
reduce the demand 
for farm services so 
as to jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of these services? 

0-25 pts 

There would be no 
reduction in demand for 
farm services.  

0 0 0  

10. Is the project 
anticipated to 
conflict with or 
encourage 
conversion of 
surrounding 
farmland to non-ag 
use? 

0-10 pts 

The project is expected 
to support use of ag land 
by providing improved 
and safer transportation 
facilities. The project is 
not anticipated to 
encourage conversion of 
ag land to non-ag use.  

0 0 0  

TOTALS  80 82 81  
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APPENDIX G United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service Species List30F

30 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The updated Monterey County list of federally listed species included a change in 
status, from candidate to threatened, for the California tiger salamander.  

                                                 
30 Updated June, 2004 per 
http://'www.fws.gov/pacific/ventura/es/spplists/species_monterey.cfm. 
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APPENDIX H Public Comments and 
Responses 
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Response:  

Refer to Section 1.2.2.7, flashing beacons are currently in place north of the 
intersection. Refer to Section 1.3.7 for a discussion of why a signal at the intersection 
would not meet the project’s purpose and need.  
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Response.  

Alternative 7 has been identified as the preferred alternative. Section 7 consultation 
has been completed for this alternative and was facilitated with the Programmatic 
Biological Opinion for Federal Aid Projects that May Affect California Red-legged 
Frogs.  
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Response:  

Refer to Section 2.2.5. The environmental document has been revised to state that the 
Traffic Management Plan will be developed in coordination with Commute 
Alternatives and Commute Solutions. 
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Response:  

1. Project is in 2005 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and is consistent with 
September 2004 Air Quality Management Plan. Refer to Section 2.1.  
 

2. If the project exceeds 8.1 acres per day grading, or 2.2 acres per day grading and 
excavating, it may exceed threshold. Air quality report requires that less than 6 
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acres per day be graded. Table 4 of the air quality report estimates daily grading 
based on 70 acres graded in 12 months (about ½ the life of project).   
70 acres x  4 = 280 acres divided by 12 months x 22 days (260 working days) = 
average daily grading of 1.06 acres per day. This is well within the Monterey Bay 
United Air  Pollution Control District’s strictest threshold. 

 
3. Document should discuss the exposure of sensitive receptors to construction 

diesel exhaust. The Monterey Bay United Air Pollution Control District has noted 
that all particulate emissions from diesel exhaust are toxic. The impact of these 
emissions is measured based on a 70-year exposure. The air quality report, Table 
2, notes that total tons of PM10 from diesel exhaust is 1.7 tons. Over the 2-year 
construction period (528 working days) this equates to 6.25 pounds per day of 
diesel particulate. The closest receptors to the proposed construction area are 
about 52 meters (171 feet) from the edge of pavement. 

 
Beyond supplying this information, it has been determined that project level 
analysis of toxic air contaminants is not required.  
 

4. If impacts of construction are significant, they must be mitigated as specified in 
Comment 2 above.  The air quality report has shown that because daily grading is 
well within the Air Pollution Control District’s Guidelines, construction impacts 
from particulate matter would not be significant. Caltrans Standard Specifications 
require daily watering of all disturbed areas. This would further minimize dust 
emissions. In addition dust control measures from the Monterey Bay United Air  
Pollution Control District CEQA Guidelines are included in the resident 
engineer’s instructions for implementation if daily watering does not satisfactorily 
reduce dust emissions from the project site. 

 
5. If the project is determined to have a significant impact on air quality, mitigation 

measures would have to be included in the Summary.  See response to #4 above.  
No significant impacts have been identified. 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

Salinas Road Interchange 181 

 

Response:  

The option of moving the intersection north was reviewed as part of the project and 
was found to have a greater cost than any of the three build alternatives presented and 
was rejected for that reason. If the intersection were moved north, Highway 1 would 
have to be raised to provide a design speed of 110 kilometers per hour  (68 miles per 
hour.) Highway 1 would have to be raised at two locations by 3.2 and 2.9 meters 
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(10.5 and 9.5 feet). Besides increasing costs for the fill material, raising the profile 
would have increased traffic handling cost and could have delayed construction of the 
overcrossing until the profile were raised. To provide vertical clearance for the 
falsework with a raised Highway 1, the interchange would have to be moved north, 
which would have affected more farmland and required more right-of-way than what 
was proposed in any of the three build alternatives considered in the environmental 
document. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

Salinas Road Interchange 183 
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Response:  

Install and activate ramp meters on the Highway 1 Northbound on-ramp with an 
HOV bypass lane. There does not appear to be a need for ramp meters at this location. 
Ramp meters are considered when the hourly traffic volume reaches 900 vehicles per 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

Salinas Road Interchange 185 

hour. The northbound on-ramp is projected to have 550 vehicles per hour by the year 
2030. HOV lanes are provided only if ramp meters are authorized.  

Install and activate ramp meters on the Highway 1 Southbound on-ramp with an 
HOV bypass lane. There does not appear to be a need for ramp meters at this location. 
Ramp meters are not installed until the hourly traffic volume reaches 900 vehicles per 
hour. The southbound on-ramp is projected to have 290 vehicles per hour by the year 
2030. HOV lanes are provided only if ramp meters are authorized.  

Build a dedicated right-turn lane to Jensen Road from the Highway 1 Southbound on-
ramp. This proposal is beyond the scope of work of this project, which is to improve 
safety at the intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road. The intersection of Jensen 
Road and Highway 1 is being improved to provide standard truck turn improvements.  

Build an auxiliary lane on Highway 1 Northbound from Jensen Road to the Salinas 
Road off-ramp. This proposal is beyond the scope of work of the project, which is to 
improve safety at the intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road.  

End the right lane on Highway 1 Southbound as an auxiliary lane to the Salinas Road 
off-ramp. The Highway 1 southbound right lane is being moved left to merge with the 
through southbound traffic lane south of the southbound off-ramp to Salinas Road.  

Make the proposed frontage county road an extension of Salinas Road.  This idea was 
considered early in the project development process, but was rejected because the 
design would have required 260-meter (850-foot) radius curves, requiring more right-
of-way and affecting more farmland to the west of the interchange. 

Build two dedicated left-turn lanes to Salinas Road, and one dedicated straight lane 
to the frontage county road on the Highway 1 Southbound off-ramp. The project 
proposes two lanes on the highway southbound off-ramp intersection with Salinas 
Road. One lane is dedicated to left turns only; the other lane is for both left turns and 
through traffic to the frontage road. The proposed design would handle the projected 
traffic volumes for the year 2030 with a Level of Service of A. Adding another lane is 
unnecessary and would increase the farmland and oak woodland impacts on the west 
side of the southbound off-ramp. 
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On the frontage county road northbound at the Salinas Road intersection, build one 
dedicated straight lane to the Highway 1 Southbound on-ramp, one dedicated right 
turn lane to the dedicated left turn lane for the Highway 1 Northbound on-ramp, and 
one dedicated right turn lane to Salinas Road. The idea of providing a dedicated lane 
for vehicles turning right from the frontage road to Salinas Road was considered, but 
rejected as it would create the need for an additional lane on the overcrossing. Based 
on traffic volumes projected for 2030, the proposed design would have enough green 
signal time to handle all projected traffic moves and provide a Level of Service of A.   

Build on Highway 1 Northbound off-ramp one dedicated left-turn lane to Salinas 
Road, one straight lane to the Highway 1 Northbound on-ramp, and two dedicated 
right-turn lanes to Salinas Road. Currently, there are two lanes at the northbound off-
ramp and Salinas Road intersection. One lane is for left turns and through traffic; the 
other lane is for right turns only. Based on projected traffic volumes, this design is 
adequate to handle traffic with a Level of Service of A.  

End the right-turn lane as an auxiliary lane to the Highway 1 Southbound on-ramp 
on Salinas Road Westbound. Due to comments received regarding safety for 
pedestrians and bicycles, the design has been changed to extend the westbound lane 
on Salinas Road to make a either a left- or right-turn at the southbound Highway 1 
loop on-ramp. The Level of Service would remain at A with the change.  

End the right-turn lane on Salinas Road Eastbound as a dedicated right-turn lane to 
the proposed Park and Ride Lot.  The project is not proposing to construct a Park and 
Ride.  

Build the Highway 1 Northbound on-ramp to end as its own lane and an auxiliary 
land to the West Riverside Drive Northbound off-ramp. This proposal is outside the 
scope of this project, which is to improve safety at the intersection of Highway 1 and 
Salinas Road.  

Major projects like this one have to plan for traffic conditions 20 years after the 
project is completed. Assumptions are made at the beginning that may or may not 
become reality. Any additions beyond what is needed within the 20-year projections 
would be viewed as growth-inducing and would need to addressed and justified. 
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Response: Caltrans proposes to create or restore degraded parcels to coastal 
agricultural preservation land use, at a ratio of 1:1, as mitigation for impacts from the 
preferred alternative on agricultural lands. Refer to Sections 2.2.3 Farmlands and 3.3 
Interagency Coordination. Caltrans is conducting environmental studies of the 
Monterey County Agricultural and Historical Land Conservancy parcels, discussed in 
your comment letter, for their suitability as agricultural mitigation parcels. We look 
forward to future cooperation with your organization to facilitate agricultural 
mitigation for this project.  
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Response:  

The volume of the fire suppression pond is required to be 1,000,000 gallons. This 
volume would be maintained at all times. 
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Plant material and detritus will be limited by using sandbags to separate the volumes 
of water.  

Alternative 7 has been selected as the preferred alternative.  

The request for an emergency vehicle detector was directed to the County of 
Monterey and the Transportation Agency of Monterey County, who agreed to fund 
the detectors.  
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Response:  

We have included a migratory bird provision in the project’s special provisions that 
would require that any oak trees to be removed in the nesting period (March 1 to July 
31) be surveyed by a qualified biologist before they are removed to ensure that 
nesting birds are not present. Refer to Section 2.4.3. 

Refer to Section 2.4.2, which proposes to create 0.24 hectares (0.6 acres) of wetlands 
for 0.08 hectares (0.2 acres) of impacts.   

The invasive species jubata grass and French broom within the work area would be 
targeted for removal before earthwork activities. After construction, a minimum 1-
year plant establishment and weed control period would be implemented by a 
contractor in all areas treated with erosion control seed mixes. In highway planting 
areas (where trees and shrubs are planted), a minimum 3-year plant establishment and 
weed control period would apply. 
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Response:  

A. General Plan 

General Plan: Refer to Section 2.1: Noise and Vibration and Appendix I: 
Monterey County Coastal Policy Analysis for a discussion of County noise 
policies and consistency with the County noise thresholds.  

Section 2.2 has been revised to accurately reflect the relationship between the 
Monterey County General Plan and the Local Coastal Program.  

Clarification of Ag Conversion: Refer to Figure 15 and to Section 2.2.3 for a 
more detailed depiction of the impacts the preferred alternative would have on 
agricultural lands. All calculations of impacts to agricultural lands have assumed 
that lands in the existing Caltrans right-of-way are zoned public/quasi-public and, 
therefore, were not included when calculating total impacts to agricultural lands. 
Refer to Section 2.2.3 for calculations of impacts to agricultural lands from the 
preferred alternative.  

B. Coastal Zone 

General Comments: Refer to Appendix I: Monterey County Coastal Policy 
Analysis for a matrix review of applicable Land Use Plan and Implementation 
Plan policies. Section 2.2.2 has been revised to summarize the policy matrix.  

Visual Resources: Section 2.2.6 has been revised to note that Highway 1 is 
designated as a scenic corridor on the Land Use Plan map and reference is made 
to specific policies. Refer to Appendix I: Monterey County Coastal Policy 
Analysis.  

Environmentally Sensitive Habitats: At the request of the California Coastal 
Commission, live oak woodlands are no longer referred to as Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas.  

Section 2.4.2(1) of the Monterey County North County Land Use Plan provides 
for filling wetlands for health and safety purposes, and the project meets the 
definition of a health and safety project. Therefore, the project is consistent with 
this section of the Monterey County Land Use Plan.  
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Section 2.3.2 of the Monterey County North County Land Use Plan prohibits 
development in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, including wetlands. 
However, discussion with Monterey County Coastal Planning and California 
Coastal Commission staff, acknowledges that the Coastal Zone wetlands that 
would affected by the project are of inconsequential habitat value due to their 
function as agricultural drainage ditches and regular removal of vegetation. 
Furthermore, the project would affect less than 0.08 hectare (0.2 acre) of coastal 
wetlands. Mitigation of impacts to these wetlands would be at a ratio of 3:1; 
resulting in an overall enhancement of coastal wetlands in the project area.  

Wetland impacts would result from placing permanent fill where agricultural 
drainage channels cross the highway. The existing culverts would be extended, so 
hydrologic connectivity would be maintained. On balance, the project 
substantially conforms to the Monterey County North County Land Use Plan.  

Diking, Dredging, Filling and Shoreline Structures: Refer to Appendix I: 
Monterey County Coastal Policy Analysis for analysis of how the project meets 
the consistency test related to allowing the filling of wetlands as allowed in Policy 
2.4.2.1. The project meets the definition of a health and safety project.  

Water Resources: Refer to Appendix I: Monterey County Coastal Policy 
Analysis, for specific policy analysis.  

Agriculture:  Refer to Appendix I: Monterey County Coastal Policy Analysis, for 
specific policy analysis. Policy 2.6.1 allows for conversion of Coastal 
Agricultural land uses where there is a need to protect the public health and 
safety. The project is a safety project and is consistent with this policy. Section 
2.2.3 of this document demonstrates that project would not affect the land’s long-
term agricultural viability nor does it diminish the agricultural use of parcels. The 
project would improve transport of agricultural products, providing a benefit to 
this industry. Impacts to agricultural lands would be in the form of restoration of 
degraded parcels or creation of coastal agricultural preservation land at a 1:1 ratio. 
The project substantially conforms to the Monterey County Coastal Plans. 

Transportation: Refer to Appendix I: Monterey County Coastal Policy Analysis. 

Land Use and Development: Refer to Appendix I: Monterey County Coastal 
Policy Analysis. When policies 4.3.2 E and F, are viewed in conjunction with 
Policies 2.6.1, 2.6.2(1-3), and 2.6.3.5, the project substantially conforms to the 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

Salinas Road Interchange 201 

Monterey County Coastal Policies. Refer also to Section 2.2.3 in this document 
and to the discussion regarding Agriculture, above.  

Archaeological Resources: An Historic Properties Survey Report was prepared 
for the proposed project, in keeping with requirements included in Monterey 
County coastal policies 2.9.1 and 2.9.2. This report did not identify cultural 
resources within the project study area. The State Historic Preservation Officer 
concurred with these findings, as noted in Appendix D. Refer also to Appendix I: 
Monterey County Coastal Policy Analysis. 

CEQA 

Rivers/Physical Environment/Other Waters: Currently, water drains from the 
highway through a series of concrete lined ditches that drain the highway and 
adjacent agricultural fields. The water eventually enters the Pajaro River and 
Elkhorn Slough.  

Biological: California tiger salamander was addressed in the project’s Natural 
Environment Study and Biological Assessment. The Natural Environment Study 
determined that the project would not affect California tiger salamander because 
no suitable habitat was found. The nearest known breeding sites are about 4 miles 
away, while the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service considers the species’ maximum 
dispersal distance to be about 1.2 miles. No potential breeding locations were 
identified any nearer to the project than the known locations 4 miles away.  
Additionally, all of the affected uplands are unsuitable habitat, being either row 
crops or areas isolated by row crops. 

Archaeological: The State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed cultural 
resources studies prepared by Caltrans and concurred that the project would not 
affect cultural resources. Paleontological studies concluded that the project would 
affect paleontological resources.  The Historic Properties Survey Report, which 
provides details of the cultural resources surveys done for this project, will be 
provided to Monterey County during the local coastal permit process.  

Mitigation: 

a) Refer to Sections 2.2.5 and 2.3.1 for revised language. 

b) Refer to Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 for revised language.  
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c) Refer to Section 3.3 for a discussion of the meeting held between agricultural 
representatives to define appropriate mitigation for this project. Refer to 
Section 2.2.3 for specific mitigation measures that are included in the project 
to mitigate impacts to farmlands.  

d) Refer to Section 2.2.5 for revised language. 

e) Refer to Sections 2.2.6 and 2.4.1 for revised language. Replanting ratios for 
all trees removed would be five trees for every one removed.  

f) Refer to Section 2.3.1 for revised language. Specific locations of inlets and 
excess material stockpiles will be provided when Caltrans applies for the local 
coastal development permit.  

g) Refer to Section 2.4.2 for revised language. Wetlands in the project area will 
be enhanced through mitigation measures included in the project. The project 
will create a minimum of 0.60 acre of high functioning wetland, that would be 
protected in perpetuity, for impacts to 0.2  acre regularly maintained and 
reconfigured agricultural ditches which act as low functioning wetlands, and 
which meet the definition of coastal wetlands. Monitoring and success criteria 
are presented in section 2.4.2. 
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Response:  

The western frontage road has been designed with 40 feet of pavement, which 
includes 8-foot shoulders. Slopes for the frontage road have been increased from 1:4 
to 1:2 where safety would not be compromised. Phasing of the project is no longer 
proposed.  
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Response:  

Alternative 7 has been chosen as the preferred alternative.  
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Upon further consideration of prohibiting left turns at Jensen Road, the project 
development team agreed to continue to allow left turns at the intersection. Collision 
rates at Jensen Road would continue to be monitored after the project were 
completed.  
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Response: 
 
Agricultural land conversion. In response to California Coastal Commission 
comments, the design of the preferred alternative, Alternative 7, has been modified 
from what was presented in the draft environmental document to reduce conversion 
of agricultural lands. These modifications reduced impacts to farmland by 2.6 
hectares (6.3 acres), refer to Section 2.2.3. A more detailed map of the preferred 
alternative’s impacts to farmland has been included as Figure 15. As the project 
design is finalized, Caltrans will continue to look for opportunities to minimize 
impacts to farmland. 

Further discussion, among California Coastal Commission staff, Caltrans and other 
agency representatives, was conducted to identify mitigation measures for impacts to 
farmland. Refer to Sections 2.2.3 and 3.3.  

Meetings were held among the California Coastal Commission, Monterey County 
Planning and Caltrans staffs to assess the need and content of policy changes to the 
Local Coastal Program. Refer to Section 3.3 and Appendices I and J. 

Public access/bikeways. Refer to Section 2.2.5 for a revised description of the 
Pacific Coast Bike Route and for a description of how the preferred alternative would 
accommodate bicycle travel. 

Scenic Resources.  The profile of the west frontage road is being designed to County 
of Monterey standards of 80 kilometers per hour (50 miles per hour) and has been 
designed to conform to the natural landforms to the greatest extent possible while 
meeting Monterey County safety standards.  Refer to Section 2.2.6for discussion of 
mitigation measures for visual impacts. 

Water quality. The project includes creation of at least 1524 linear meters (5000 
linear feet) of vegetated ditches that would receive highway runoff. The ditches 
would be seeded with grasses and other low-growing vegetation to provide the 
greatest filtering capacity. Filtering capacity of the ditches would be maintained after 
construction. These ditches would also serve to enhance the functions of the coastal 
waters that would be affected with the project. 

Caltrans would provide the County of Monterey greater detail on the design and 
implementation of the Best Management Practices and overall storm water drainage 
system when applying for the local coastal permit.  
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Wetlands. Caltrans, the County of Monterey and California Coastal Commission 
staffs have met to discuss conditions that would be required for the project to be 
consistent with Local Coastal Program policies. Refer to Section 3.3 and Appendices 
I and J. The project proposes to fill 0.08 hectare (0.2 acre) of agricultural ditches, 
which, because they are regularly reconfigured and cleaned of vegetation, currently 
contribute more sediment than they filter and do not provide biological habitat. 
Mitigation for impacts to the agricultural ditches, which meet the definition of coastal 
wetlands, would be the creation of 0.3 hectare (0.6 acre) of wetlands habitat. 
Furthermore the project includes creation of at least 1524 linear meters (5000 linear 
feet) of vegetated ditches that would receive highway runoff. The ditches would be 
seeded with grasses and other low-growing vegetation to provide the greatest filtering 
capacity. These ditches would also serve to enhance the functions of the coastal 
waters that would be affected with the project.  

The channels that would receive fill with construction of the preferred alternative 
have been created by farmers to receive runoff from agricultural activities and are 
frequently graded and reshaped to facilitate the runoff. The County Code cited does 
not state that fill cannot be placed within 100 feet of wetlands, but that fill placed 
within 100 feet of wetlands “shall not be permitted to adversely impact the habitat’s 
long-term maintenance.” Placing fill in the agricultural ditches and within 100 feet of 
them would not adversely affect their long-term maintenance because the highway 
fills would be stabilized with vegetation and other erosion control measures as 
required by Caltrans’ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit. All 
runoff from the Caltrans right-of-way would be treated before it leaves the right-of-
way. Any additional sediment input resulting from the highway project would be 
nominal relative to the inputs from agricultural runoff and frequent channel-clearing 
activities.  There are no buffers between the row crops and these ditches, and the 
farmers frequently grade and re-shape them.  

Coast Live Oak Habitat. We have removed references to oak woodland as an 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area.  

Coastal Commission staff commented that the coast live oak woodland mapped in the 
project area is associated with a blue-line stream on the U.S. Geological Survey 
topographical map, and should, therefore, be considered a “coast live oak riparian” 
community. The blue-line stream on the U.S. Geological Survey map is actually a 
channeled drainage paralleling Trafton Road, about 1,000 feet north of the oak 
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woodland. The oak woodland is along the top of a north slope and is not associated 
with any aquatic features. 

The oak woodland impacts (three isolated trees) are on a slope that drains toward the 
Pajaro River instead of Elkhorn Slough. The receiving water is the drainage channel 
along Trafton Road, which runs into a highly degraded, frequently maintained section 
through agricultural fields before eventually reaching the river. The small amount of 
sediment that would reach the Trafton Road channel is expected to be unappreciable 
in this agricultural context. Sediment would be minimized, regardless of how 
degraded the receiving waters may be, by implementing stormwater Best 
Management Practices. The new cut slope would be stabilized with vegetation and 
other erosion control measures as required by Caltrans’ National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit.  

Local Coastal Program conformance. Refer to Appendices I and J for revised 
discussion on Local Coastal Program policies.  
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Response: 

A Park and Ride, near the intersection of Highway 1 and Salinas Road was closed in 
2003 due to lack of use. The project development team considered reestablishing the 
lot as part of the Salinas Interchange project, but determined not to because of safety 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

220 Salinas Road Interchange 

concerns at that location. There is currently a Park and Ride lot to the north, at 
Riverside Drive, which can be used by rideshare groups commuting in the area.  

Bus stops would include landing pads and shelters, designed in coordination with 
Monterey-Salinas Transit. To retain the rural character of the area, the project 
development team discouraged placement of sidewalks along the western frontage 
road. The western frontage road provides 8-foot shoulders for use by pedestrians and 
bicyclists. Refer to Section 2.2.5: Traffic and Transportation.  
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Response: 

We will coordinate with ACOE regarding the 404 permit and obtain the permit before 
construction. 
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Public Hearing Transcript 

2              ROBERT LUCERO:  Since the project won't go forward 
 
               3    until '08 and probably won't be finished until '11, we was 
 
               4    thinking they could have better signs on the merge lane when 
 
               5    you turn left onto Highway 1 from Salinas Road. 
 
               6              LESLIE LUCERO:  Heading south. 
 
               7              ROBERT LUCERO:  Turning left. 
 
               8              LESLIE LUCERO:  That's what he said.  We were 
 
               9    supposed to write this up, and he said you could do it. 
 
              10              ROBERT LUCERO:  Maybe they could have a sign on the 
 
              11    opposite side, you know, along where Salinas Road comes into 
 
              12    Highway 1, and maybe a significant sign showing -- actually 
 
              13    showing the merge lane. 
 
              14              LESLIE LUCERO:  People don't realize there's a 
 
              15    merge lane and it's kind of short.  He was saying to put a 
 
              16    sign up and make it a little longer.  That's it. 
 
              17              ROBERT LUCERO:  Thank you very much. 
 
             Response: Due to the high collision rate at this intersection, it receives regular 
safety investigation and upgrades. In response to your comment, a safety 
investigation will be undertaken to assess additional signage. Our traffic safety 
department will contact you directly regarding the outcome of the study.  
 
 
              19              IKEY LITTLE:  1115 Trafton Road, Moss Landing. 
 
              20              The report shows that the Pacific Coast Bicycle 
 
              21    Trail goes down Highway 1 through the project.  This is not 
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              22    true.  It is a major error. 
 
              23              The bicycle trial actually enters Highway 1 at -- 
 
              24    exits Highway 1 at Jensen Road, follows through Bluff Road, 
 
              25    Trafton Road, McGowan Road, across the McGowan Bridge, down 
 
               1    Thurwate Road onto West Beach, San Andreas, and exits to 
 
               2    Highway 1 at the north entrance of San Andreas Road. 
 
               3              On a good day in the summertime, we'll have 300 
 
               4    bicycles come by, but when we have the bicycle runs, it could 
 
               5    be 3,000.  But generally, we have a lot of traffic.  These 
 
               6    people have been absolutely forgotten in your study. 
 
               7              Since you're assuming that the bicycle trail goes 
 
               8    down Highway 1, you're assuming that all these people will go 
 
               9    down Highway 1.  They will not, cannot.  It will be five 
 
              10    miles out of their way to do so. 
 
              11              They need to have a proper exit at Jensen Road to 
 
              12    join the trial as it exits off Highway 1.  Those coming from 
 
              13    the north to the south will not have a problem since it's a 
 
              14    good access on Jensen Road, but those headed north do not 
 
              15    need -- do not need that roundabout route.  You have 
 
              16    forgotten to provide them with any convenient way of getting 
 
              17    there.  If you're not on the trail, you cannot assume that 
 
              18    you should destroy the trail. 
 
              19              My suggestion is that the access lane coming from 
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              20    the south to the north at Jensen Road be extended, even 
 
              21    though you're presuming that all the traffic is going around. 
 
              22    That is not necessarily true because it will use a lot of 
 
              23    fuel for a lot of people.  We are hoping that it will do. 
 
              24    Definitely you do not need to close that entrance at all. 
 
              25              We are in the far northwest section of Monterey 
                                                                          4 
 
 
               1    County.  We have no access for emergency vehicles if Jensen 
 
               2    Road is not open.  Our fire service comes from Castroville 
 
               3    and must be able to get to our farm.  If it has to go all the 
 
               4    way up to Hilltop, five more miles out of the way, my place 
 
               5    would be burned down before you get there. 
 
               6              I think that you need to rethink that there will 
 
               7    still be need for traffic from the south to Jensen Road and 
 
               8    on.  I'm not saying people won't prefer to use it the other 
 
               9    way, but you've got to rethink it. 
 
              10              Alternative 7 is probably the best alternative.  My 
 
              11    suggestion is to lengthen the access coming north on 
 
              12    Highway 1 so that both bicycles and car traffic who still 
 
              13    have to make the turn to get out into their area of the 
 
              14    county could make that access.  Thank you. 
 
              15 
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Response: 

Refer to Section 2.2.5 for a corrected description of the existing and proposed Pacific 
Coast Bike Route through the project limits. The preferred alternative proposes no 
changes to the intersection at Jensen Road.  

 

7              ELIO RUDONI:  Sunset Farms, Inc., 194 Archer Drive, 
 
               8    Santa Cruz, California, 93960. 
 
               9              On the proposed private drive that's opposite 
 
              10    Jensen Road on the east side of Highway 1, I am opposed to 
 
              11    that.  I own that property on that side and I'm for the 
 

12 proposed frontage road off of Salinas Highway. 
 

 

Response:  

Refer to Section 1.3.4.2. The location of the eastern frontage road has been revised 
with the preferred alternative. 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

Salinas Road Interchange 227 

 

Response:  During construction the highway will be temporarily realigned (moved 
east) to allow traffic to detour around construction activities. Because the detour will 
retain the same lane and intersection configuration as the existing, traffic is expected 
to be only minimally effected. A one-week long restriction of left turns at the 
intersection is anticipated to allow construction activities. 
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Comments that do not require responses 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 229 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

230 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 231 

  

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

232 Salinas Road Interchange 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 233 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

234 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 235 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

236 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 237 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

238 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 239 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

240 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 241 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

242 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 243 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

244 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 245 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

246 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 247 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

248 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 249 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

250 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 251 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

252 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 253 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

254 Salinas Road Interchange 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix H  Public Comments and Responses 

 

Salinas Road Interchange 255 

 

1          CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 
 
             SALINAS ROAD INTERCHANGE PROJECT 
 
              PUBLIC HEARING 
 
               THURSDAY, JULY 28, 2005 
 
              4:00 P.M. TO 8:00 P.M. 
              REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
              Location: 
 
              Ohlone School Auditorium 
              Bay Farms Road 
               Watsonville, California 95076 
                                                                              2 
 
               1    WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA, THURSDAY, JULY 28, 2005, 4:00 
P.M. 
 
  
              16              ROD HUDSON:  My name is Rod Hudson.  I just want to 
 
              17    be made aware of any changes in the proposed roads from 
 
              18    Salinas Road to Highway 1.  I am representing R & L Land 
 
              19    Company. 
 
              20 
 
               6 
 

  
 
              13 
 
              14              DAVID WATSON:  I live at 590 Lewis Road.  I'd like 
 
              15    to go on record as supporting the best alternative.  I don't 
 
              16    know which alternative that is, but whichever is the best 
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              17    alternative.  I encourage others to vote for the measure. 
 
              18 
 
              19              RICARDO JIMINEZ:  152 Clifford Avenue, Watsonville, 
 
              20    California. 
 
              21              Well, any of the proposed changes, when they get 
 
              22    done, to make sure there is plenty of room for traffic to go 
 
              23    up the road, not like on the road there.  There is, like, a 
 
              24    very short distance -- after getting off of the freeway, 
 
              25    there is a stoplight that naturally fills up really quick and 
                                                                              6 
 
 
               1    there is still traffic coming having to come to a stop.  I 
 
               2    can imagine there has to be plenty of room for cars to wait 
 
               3    for the stoplight. 
 
               4    . 
 
               5              CLAUDIA CAMPOS DIAZ:  10240 Roberta Place, 
 
               6    Castroville, California. 
 
               7              The only thing that I want to say is for me -- and 
 
               8    I think for the people that have to drive in that highway, is 
 
               9    very important to put something in there because, like me, I 
 
              10    have to use it all the time because I work over here in 
 
              11    Watsonville and I come from Castroville.  So I think it's 
 
              12    very important to put something in there that doesn't cause a 
 
              13    lot of accidents. 
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              14              I have a friend that he had an accident in there; 
 
              15    he died.  So I'm really -- is really -- for us, it's really 
 
              16    important that they do something in there that can help us 
 
              17    not to have a lot of accidents or to handle the heavy traffic 
 
              18    in there because it is a lot of traffic in there all the day. 
 
              19 
 
              20              CRISTINA ESPINOZA:  208 Meghan Court, Watsonville. 
 
              21              I strongly support this overpass on Highway 1 and 
 
              22    Salinas Road.  I have seen -- I have seen many accidents and 
 
              23    deaths happen at this intersection, and I really pray for 
 
              24    everybody that has to cross from Salinas Road onto Highway 1 
 
              25    going towards Castroville. 
                                                                               7 
 
 
               1              I would really, really be very happy, as a citizen, 
 
               2    to see something done with an overpass to prevent anymore. 
 
               3 
 
               4              CHRIS HOGAN:  235 San Juan Road, Pajaro. 
 
               5              Okay.  I feel that this intersection is very 
 
               6    important for the safety and well being of the community. 
 
               7    It's a very dangerous intersection and our -- the work that 
 
               8    we do in this community depends upon this intersection and 
 
               9    this road very much.  (Interpreted by Susana Cruz.) 
 
              10 
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              11              MARGARITO GARCIA:  43 Holm Road, Watsonville. 
 
              12              The comment on the project that's being considered 
 
              13    is good for the community to avoid more accidents in the 
 
              14    future.  In the past, there have been deaths and known people 
 
              15    have died.  Co-workers, the whole -- the jobs, the whole 
 
              16    community would benefit.  That's all, just the accidents. 
 
              17    (Interpreted by Susana Cruz.) 
 
              18 
 
              19              SALVADOR BRAVO:  11 Coffee Lane, Freedom. 
 
              20              The project that they want to do is very important 
 
              21    because there -- in years past, there have been a lot of 
 
              22    accidents.  I imagine that for this project, all the people 
 
              23    are going to benefit because it's very dangerous to turn 
 
              24    left.  And the reality, I see it as something positive, not 
 
              25    negative. 
                                                                                8 
 
               1              Let's hope that it comes through, that's what I 
 
               2    have to say.  Thank you.  (Interpreted by Susana Cruz.) 
 
               3 
 
               4              DAVID ORTIZ:  113 Amador, Watsonville. 
 
               5              The statement is that I used -- I drive a lot on 
 
               6    this road and I have seen a lot of accidents.  I think what 
 
               7    they have, the plan they are doing to reduce the traffic and 
 
               8    for all these other people to use this route, it's going to 
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               9    be a benefit. 
 
              10 
 
              11              JOSE LUIS ORTIZ:  211 East High Street, 
 
              12    Watsonville. 
 
              13              The reason why I'm here is to say that we feel that 
 
              14    we do need a bridge there because there are a lot of 
 
              15    accidents.  Many people have died there.  Recently, 
 
              16    especially in the mornings or afternoons, there's a lot of 
 
              17    traffic, and I feel that it would be a good idea if they 
 
              18    would do, like, a bridge for everybody, for us, and for the 
 
              19    future of the family and children.  I think that's all I have 
 
              20    to say.  And hopefully, they will -- it will be done one day. 
 
              21    (Interpreted by Susana Cruz.) 
 
              22 
 
              23              DOMINGO GALVAN JUNIOR:  191 Bluff Road, Moss 
 
              24    Landing, California. 
 
              25              I'm a hundred percent for this project.  The reason 
                                                                              9 
 
               1    for that is there's been quite a few accidents occurring 
 
               2    there on Jensen Road trying to get onto the freeway.  One of 
 
               3    my issues is there's quite a bit of times that traffic coming 
 
               4    south stacks up trying to get onto Jensen.  The reason for 
 
               5    that is traffic that's built up as I'm trying to go onto 
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               6    Jensen Road making my signal light, the people from 
 
               7    Dominick's Fruit Stand are cutting out in front of you 
 
               8    thinking you're going to come into the fruit stand.  It's 
 
               9    been pretty close a few times already.  It's not only myself, 
 
              10    but my wife has had the same thing. 
 
              11              My dad's been fighting for this -- he passed away, 
 
              12    but he's been fighting for this for quite a long time 
 
              13    already.  The reason why I'm here is, like I say, there's 
 
              14    been quite a bit of death now.  With the traffic that has 
 
              15    occurred there on the highway, it's hard for anybody off of 
 
              16    Jensen to get inside.  We're talking maybe sometimes 30 to 
 
              17    40-minute hold ups. 
 
              18              I notice the San Miguel/Prunedale area that has 
 
              19    been done has helped that area, and I'm hoping this one will 
 
              20    do the same.  Thank you. 
 
              21 
 
              22              KAREN MILLER:  P. O. Box 399, Watsonville 
 
              23    95077-0399. 
 
              24              I am so happy that CALTRANS is working on this 
 
              25    project.  I've been actively involved with trying to get this 
                                                                             10 
 
 
               1    interchange for the last 30 years.  I've worked hard to get a 
 
               2    petition.  We did over 3,000 names about three years ago, 
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               3    which helped, I think, CALTRANS realize the need -- although 
 
               4    they knew the need already. 
 
               5              I'm just really thrilled.  I can't say which 
 
               6    alternative I like at this particular moment because I'm 
 
               7    seeing them for the first time.  But I truly support the 
 
               8    project, and I will do anything I can to help CALTRANS 
 
               9    succeed. 
 
              10 
 
              11              KIM OPIE:  191 Trafton Road, Watsonville. 
 
              12              My comment is that having lived here for 30 years, 
 
              13    I am thrilled at the prospect of not having to make sure my 
 
              14    life insurance policy is paid up before I turn from Salinas 
 
              15    Road onto Highway 1, or from Highway 1 onto Salinas Road as 
 
              16    I'm going south.  Both left turns are often taking your life 
 
              17    into your hands during high-peak traffic. 
 
              18              I particularly like Alternative 7 and the amendment 
 
              19    to it, which is on the table displayed here today, that 
 
              20    allows for the frontage road.  I'll just end my comment with, 
 
              21    I believe that safety issues, the inconvenience issues 
 
              22    outweigh any other issues that may impede the progress of 
 
              23    this project.  Amen! 
 
              24 
 

• (End of record, 8:00 p.m.) 
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APPENDIX I Monterey County General Plan, 
North County Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Plan Policy Consistency 
Analysis 

General Plan 
Policy # Subject of Policy Consistency Analysis 

22.2.1 Development must conform with the noise parameters 

There is one sensitive receptor within the project area.  According to 
the Noise Analysis, the proposed project would result in a 2dBA 
increase to the existing noise for this receptor.  The existing receptor 
is currently 57 dBA and will increase to 59 dBA.  According to Table 6 
of the County’s noise thresholds the existing and proposed noise 
levels are in category “Noise Range II – Conditionally Acceptable.”  
This range is between 55 and 70 Ldn and will remain in this category 
following construction.  The project is consistent with this policy.  

22.2.3 Environmental Review of all new development 
A Noise Analysis was completed on this project.  During the Coastal 
Development Permit application process, this analysis will be 
submitted to the County. Project is consistent with this policy. 

22.2.5 Nighttime construction No nighttime construction is anticipated.  

22.3.3 County shall work with Caltrans for existing noise 

There is one sensitive receptor within the project area.  According to 
the Noise Analysis, the proposed project would result in a 2dBA 
increase to the existing noise for this receptor.  The existing receptor 
is currently 57 dBA and will increase to 59 dBA.  According to Table 6 
of the County’s noise thresholds the existing and proposed noise 
levels are in category “Noise Range II – Conditionally Acceptable.”  
This range is between 55 and 70 Ldn and will remain in this category 
following construction.   To provide noise mitigation for a less than 
significant impact would not meet the reasonable and feasible criteria 
for noise abatement.  No noise abatement measures are proposed 
for existing noise levels.  During construction activities such as pile 
driving and pavement breaking will require that the adjacent property 
owners be notified prior to these activities.  The project is consistent 
with this policy.  

 

North County Land Use Plan 
 
Policy # 

 
Subject of Policy 

 
Consistency Evaluation  

2.2 VISUAL RESOURCES 

2.2.1 
Visual 
Resources 

Development should be prohibited to the fullest extent 
possible in beach, dune, estuary, and wetland areas.  
Low intensity development that can minimize visual 
impacts would be allowed on scenic hills, slopes, and 
ridgelines. 

The project area is located in an area of agricultural crop production 
and avoids all development to beach, dune and estuary areas. 
Avoidance and minimization measures were developed in 
coordination with the California Coastal Commission staff, Monterey 
County staff and the Citizens Advisory Group to minimize the 
project’s overall scale and footprint of the project.  The following 
design features have been incorporated in to the project design so 
that the impacts to the visual character are reduced:  
 

1. The profile of the proposed bridge was sited and lowered to 
match the existing landforms and to reduce the scale and 
visibility of the structure. 

2. The proposed highway widening of 2 lanes to 4 lanes was 
not carried through to Jensen Road in order to reduce and 
narrow the overall area of new pavement through the 
project area. 

3. The new loop northbound on-ramp was constricted down to 
the smallest radius feasible to reduce the footprint of the 
interchange. 

4. Slopes were steepened from 1:4 to 1:2 where safety would 
not be compromised. 



Appendix I  Monterey County General Plan, North County Land Use Plan  
and Implementation Plan Policy Consistency Analysis 

 

264 Salinas Road Interchange 

North County Land Use Plan 
 
Policy # 

 
Subject of Policy 

 
Consistency Evaluation  

5. A design exemption was obtained that allowed placement 
of the western frontage road to be directly across from the 
on and off-ramps rather than several hundred meters to the 
west of the ramp intersection. This substantially reduced 
the overall footprint of the interchange. 

 
The result of all these design changes was to reduce visual impacts 
and to allow the new interchange to follow as closely to the existing 
alignment as was feasible while still allowing the project to meet the 
safety standards and project purpose.  
 
Additional design features include slope rounding and landscaping 
with native plants to provide a natural appearing site.  
 
An Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee, made up of members of 
the community and local agencies will be formed during the final 
design phase of the project to provide direction on the aesthetic 
features of the project including structures design and planting.   
 
Impacts to 0.2 acre of maintained agricultural drainage ditches, which 
are coastal wetlands, were reduced using the minimization methods 
listed above. Mitigation of coastal wetlands, included in this project, 
will improve and enhance the biological function and habitat of 
coastal wetlands in the project area.    
 
The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.2.2.1 

Limits alteration of views along the shoreline from 
Highway 1, Molera Road, Struve Road and public 
beaches, and to and along the shoreline of Elkhorn 
Slough from public vantage points. 

The project, although along Highway 1 is not within these specific 
view sheds.  Not applicable. 

2.2.2.2 

Provides that coastal dunes, beaches, estuaries, and 
wetlands should be designated for recreation or 
environmental conservation land uses.  Limits 
developments so that it is compatible with the visual 
character of the area.  

The project area is located in an area of agricultural crop production 
and avoids all development to beach, dune and estuary areas. 
Avoidance and minimization measures were developed in 
coordination with the California Coastal Commission staff, Monterey 
County staff and the Citizens Advisory Group to minimize the 
project’s overall scale and footprint of the project.  The following 
design features have been incorporated in to the project design so 
that the impacts to the visual character are reduced:  
 

1. The profile of the proposed bridge was sited and lowered to 
match the existing landforms and to reduce the scale and 
visibility of the structure. 

2. The proposed highway widening of 2 lanes to 4 lanes was 
not carried through to Jensen Road in order to reduce and 
narrow the overall area of new pavement through the 
project area. 

3. The new loop southbound on-ramp was constricted down 
to the smallest radius feasible to reduce the footprint of the 
interchange. 

4. Slopes were steepened from 1:4 to 1:2 where safety would 
not be compromised.. 

5. A design exemption was obtained that allowed placement 
of the western frontage road to be directly across from the 
on and off-ramps rather than several hundred meters to the 
west of the ramp intersection. This substantially reduced 
the overall footprint of the interchange. 

 
The result of all these design changes was to reduce visual impacts 
and to allow the new interchange to follow as closely to the existing 
alignment as was feasible while still allowing the project to meet the 
safety standards and project purpose.  
 
Additional design features include slope rounding and landscaping 
with native plants to provide a natural appearing site.  
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North County Land Use Plan 
 
Policy # 

 
Subject of Policy 

 
Consistency Evaluation  
An Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee, made up of members of 
the community and local agencies will be formed during the final 
design phase of the project to provide direction on the aesthetic 
features of the project including structures design and planting.   
 
Impacts to 0.2 acre of maintained agricultural drainage ditches, which 
are coastal wetlands, were reduced using the minimization methods 
listed above. Mitigation of coastal wetlands, included in this project, 
will improve and enhance the biological function and habitat of 
coastal wetlands in the project area.    
 
The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 
 

2.2.2.3 Limits development of subdivisions in areas of scenic 
slopes, hills, and ridgelines. 

The project has been sited to match with and minimize the alteration 
of the natural landforms.  Tree removal has been minimized (of the 
3.81 acres [approximately 200 trees] of oak woodlands in the project 
area .06 acres [3 trees] are proposed for removal) and will be 
mitigated at a ratio of 5 trees replanted for every tree removed.   
Replacement plantings of the oak trees will be sited to achieve the 
greatest success in replacement of oak woodlands.  Replacement 
plantings of vegetation other than oaks will be sited to allow the 
highest potential of screening of the frontage road and to protect the 
resources.  Slope rounding and landscape planting with native plants 
has been incorporated into the project design. An Aesthetics Design 
Advisory Committee will provide input during the final design phase. 
The project is consistent with this policy. 

2.2.2.4 

Development should be located in the least visually 
obtrusive area of the property.  Structures should be 
located where existing topography and vegetation 
provide natural screening. 

The project has been sited to match with and minimize the alteration 
of the natural landforms.  Tree removal has been minimized (of the 
3.81 acres [approximately 200 trees] of oak woodlands in the project 
area .06 acres [3 trees] are proposed for removal) and will be 
mitigated at a ratio of 5 trees replanted for every tree removed.   
Replacement plantings of the oak trees will be sited to achieve the 
greatest success in replacement of oak woodlands.  Replacement 
plantings of vegetation other than oaks will be sited to allow the 
highest potential of screening of the frontage road and to protect the 
resources.  Slope rounding and landscape planting with native plants 
has been incorporated into the project design. An Aesthetics Design 
Advisory Committee will provide input during the final design phase. 
The project is consistent with this policy. 

2.2.2.5 

Development should be limited to minimize tree 
removal.  Disturbed areas should be restored using 
plantings that are complementing the native 
vegetation of the area. 

Fill slopes were designed to minimize tree removal. The three small 
oak trees that would be removed with the project will be replaced with 
15 oak trees, monitored for three years and with an expected success 
rate of 75%.  Native planting will be used for landscaping the facility. 
The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.2.2.6 
Agriculture should be preserved when on flat or rolling 
land as a visual resource, lands with highly erodible 
slopes should de discouraged for agricultural uses. 

The proposed conversion of agricultural land to transportation uses 
would not alter the view shed since the proposed conversion is 
adjacent to the existing highway and in narrow linear strips.  The flat 
or rolling land, as a visual resource with the proposed design 
minimization features, would be consistent with the surrounding 
agricultural land uses.  The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. 

2.2.3.1 North County scenic areas shall be zoned scenic 
conservation easement. Not Applicable 

2.2.3.2 

Provides that highly sensitive scenic areas that cannot 
be effectively protected should be considered for 
public acquisition and manage by the appropriate 
agencies. 

Not Applicable 

2.2.3.3 Limiting development from blocking shoreline views.  
Development designed to blend with shoreline views. No shoreline views are within the project area.  Not applicable. 

2.2.3.4 

New roads should be considered for residential, 
agricultural, and recreational access when common 
use of neighboring roads is not feasible.  New roads 
shall be designed to minimize visual impacts. 

Frontage roads are included in the project to funnel traffic on existing 
farm roads to single access points, which improve safety.  The 
proposed frontage roads would provide safe access for the property 
owners adjacent to the highway.  The frontage road on the west side 
of the highway will also improve transit service access, bicycle route 
access and increase safety by providing controlled access to 
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North County Land Use Plan 
 
Policy # 

 
Subject of Policy 

 
Consistency Evaluation  
Highway 1.  Monterey County Public Works was involved with the 
overall planning and design of the western frontage road since 
ownership will eventually be relinquished to the County. In 
coordination with the County, the western frontage road was sited 
and the slopes were steepened and narrowed to minimize visual 
impacts.  The project is consistent with this policy. 

2.2.3.5 Overhead utilities and undergrounding. No new utility poles are proposed.  Not Applicable 

2.2.3.6 Limits removal of native trees and other significant 
vegetation. 

Fill slopes were designed to minimize tree removal. The three small 
oak trees that would be removed with the project will be replaced with 
15 oak trees, monitored for three years and with an expected success 
rate of 75%.  The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.2.3.7 Restriction on advertising signs.  Highway signage 
compatible with visual character 

The number of signs will be minimized to only those signs that are 
necessary for the safe operation of the highway facility. The  
community would be involved in the design of the bridge structure, 
landscaping plan and highway signage aesthetics through the 
creation of an Aesthetic Design Advisory Committee. Community 
involvement for the highway sign aesthetics would be consistent with 
this policy. 

2.2.3.8 Commercial and industrial use signage. Transportation project, not applicable 
2.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITATS 

2.3.1 Limits development in Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas including coastal wetlands. 

The project would impact less than 0.2 acre of maintained agricultural 
ditches, which are low functioning wetlands defined as 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas in this policy.   The project is 
a health and safety undertaking.  Existing County policy provides for 
a balancing of policies (specifically with those in section 2.3, 2.4 and 
3.1) for projects that are for the health and safety of the public.  The 
Salinas Road interchange has been identified as a major arterial that 
requires upgrading for safety and traffic capacity (transportation 
policies section 3.1).  Although there are identified limitations to 
development within wetland areas, the preferred alternative is the 
least environmentally damaging alternative of those proposed. 
Mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects and, in sum, to enhance the biological 
productivity and quality of coastal wetlands in the project area.  The 
project substantially conforms with the intent of this policy in balance 
with other policies within LUP. 

2.3.2.1 Prohibits construction of roads and structures in 
wetland areas 

The projects impacts to wetlands are minimal, approximately 0.2 
acres, and would be restored in a manner consistent with the policies 
identified in Section 2.4 and 3.1.  This project is a public health and 
safety project and this policy must be balanced with the policies 
identified in Section 2.4 and 3.1.  The proposed project is consistent 
with this policy with the proposed wetland restoration. 

2.3.2.2 
Land uses adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitats shall be compatible for the long-term 
maintenance of the resource. 

Areas of environmentally sensitive habitats adjacent to the project 
area include some areas of agricultural drainage ditches that qualify 
as wetlands under the Coastal Act.  The project features built 
adjacent to these wetlands would be stabilized to prevent siltation 
and provide for long-term maintenance of the agricultural ditch 
wetlands. Existing transportation land uses have been compatible for 
the long-term maintenance of the resources, and the proposed 
project will continue to be so. The preferred alternative includes at 
least 5000 linear feet of bio swales (vegetated grass swales for bio-
filtration of runoff), which will serve to enhance the biological 
productivity and quality of these coastal wetlands. The proposed 
project is consistent with this policy 

2.3.2.3 
New developments adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive habitats shall be compatible for the long-term 
maintenance of the resource. 

Areas of environmentally sensitive habitats adjacent to the project 
area include some areas of agricultural drainage ditches that qualify 
as wetlands under the Coastal Act.  The project features built 
adjacent to these wetlands would be stabilized to prevent siltation 
and provide for long-term maintenance of the agricultural ditch 
wetlands. Existing transportation land uses have been compatible for 
the long-term maintenance of the resources, and the proposed 
project will continue to be so. The preferred alternative includes at 
least 5000 linear feet of bio swales (vegetated grass swales for bio-
filtration of runoff), which will serve to enhance the biological 
productivity and quality of these coastal wetlands. The proposed 
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North County Land Use Plan 
 
Policy # 

 
Subject of Policy 

 
Consistency Evaluation  
project is consistent with this policy 

2.3.2.4 
Limits development on areas of large undisturbed 
habitat associated with environmentally sensitive 
habitats. 

The existing land uses consist of agricultural crop production and 
transportation facilities.  The project area consists of large areas that 
have been disturbed by human activity, this policy is not applicable 

2.3.2.5 

Requires that qualified persons for private and public 
development prepare the appropriate survey, analysis 
and recommendations to offset impacts to 
environmentally sensitive habitats. 

As per the policies of the Department of Transportation and the 
requirements outlined in CEQA and NEPA, qualified personnel 
performed the appropriate environmental analysis to determine 
impact assessment, recommended avoidance and minimization 
measures, and the recommended restoration and long-term 
mitigation measures to off-set impacts to environmentally sensitive 
habitats.  The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.3.2.6 

Requires that deed restrictions or dedications be 
established in the development review process for 
projects adjacent to or within environmentally sensitive 
habitats. 

For the purposes of wetland restoration, Caltrans would either 
purchase the property and hold it in perpetuity or establish a 
conservation easement. Caltrans would fence and post “wetland 
restoration area”, or similarly worded, signs. The proposed project is 
consistent with this policy. 

2.3.2.7 Limits recreational uses in environmentally sensitive 
habitats. This policy does not apply. 

2.3.2.8 Limits and/or minimizes the removal of indigenous 
vegetation in environmentally sensitive habitats.  

The project has been sited to minimize the alteration of the natural 
landforms.  Existing vegetation would be preserved to the maximum 
extent practicable.  All vegetated areas to be protected would be 
delineated on the project plans.  Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
fencing will be placed 3 meters (10 feet) beyond the cut and fill limits 
to minimize encroachment of construction equipment into oak 
woodland that is adjacent to the project limits. Tree removal has been 
minimized (of the 3.81 acres [approximately 200 trees] of oak 
woodlands in the project area .06 acres [3 trees] are proposed for 
removal).  The project is consistent with this policy. 

2.3.2.9 Prohibits the use of non-invasive plant species in 
landscaping and encourages native plantings. 

The proposed project would use only certified noxious weed free 
erosion control materials and imported fill material shall be weed free.   
Landscaping will consist primarily of native plantings and all 
landscaping plans and quantities will be submitted for approval to the 
County during the Coastal Development Permit Application process.  
Only non-invasive plant species will be considered for planting. The 
proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.3.2.10 Limits construction during the breeding and nesting 
seasons of protected bird species. 

As per the requirements of the Migratory Bird Act, Caltrans has 
developed a Contract Special Provision that requires surveying for 
nesting birds prior to oak tree removal.  This special provision will be 
included in the contract and identified as a “construction window.”  
The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.3.3 A(4) Limits developments on land containing oak 
woodlands. 

The project has been sited to minimize the alteration of the natural 
landforms.  Existing vegetation would be preserved to the maximum 
extent practicable.  All vegetated areas to be protected would be 
delineated on the project plans.  Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
fencing will be placed 3 meters (10 feet) beyond the cut and fill limits 
to minimize encroachment of construction equipment into oak 
woodland that is adjacent to the project limits. Tree removal has been 
minimized (of the 3.81 acres [approximately 200 trees] of oak 
woodlands in the project area .06 acres [3 trees] are proposed for 
removal) and will be mitigated at a ratio of 5 trees replanted for every 
tree removed.  The project is consistent with this policy. 

2.3.3 B (1) Setback requirements for riparian plant communities. Project does not encroach upon any riparian plant communities.  This 
policy does not apply. 

2.3.3 B (2) Limitations of development within stream corridors. 
All wetlands that would be impacted are manmade and frequently 
disturbed by agricultural uses. The proposed project is consistent with 
this policy. 

2.3.3 B (3) Limitation on agricultural development within 
intermittent and perennial streams. 

Not applicable, the project would effect only maintained agricultural 
ditches.  

2.3.3 B (5) Protection and preservation of North County Coastal 
Zone wetland areas. 

Impacts to the unvegetated and degraded coastal wetlands would be 
minimized and mitigated.  The function of these wetlands would be 
retained and enhanced.  Creation of new wetlands, at a ratio of 3:1, 
would preserve and enhance wetlands within the project area.  The 
proposed project is consistent with this policy. 
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Consistency Evaluation  

2.3.3 C (2) Protection of Critical Habitat Areas 

A Biological Opinion was obtained from the USFWS for the California 
Red-legged Frog and its aquatic habitat. No aquatic habitat would be 
lost.  All the measures identified by the USFWS will be followed 
throughout project construction.  The proposed project is consistent 
with this policy. 

2.4 DIKING, DREDGING, FILLING AND SHORELINE STRUCTURES 

2.4.1 Limitation on filling activities.   

Of the alternatives, the preferred alternative is the least 
environmentally damaging feasible design. It includes avoidance and 
minimization methods to avoid impacts to wetlands. 0.2 acre of 
regularly maintained and reconfigured agricultural ditches, which 
meet the definition of coastal wetlands, will be filled with the project.  
The existing coastal wetlands have low biological function and habitat 
value. The project will mitigate and enhance the biological function 
and habitat value of coastal wetlands in the project area through 
creation and restoration of 0.6 acre of high functioning and protected 
wetlands. The project would be consistent with this policy. 

2.4.2.1 Limitations of alteration of natural shoreline 
processes. 

All wetlands that would be impacted are manmade and frequently 
disturbed by agricultural uses.  Typically the natural shoreline function 
associated with vegetated wetlands is to act as a filter to the highway 
and agricultural runoff, the existing coastal wetlands provide little 
habitat quality.   The unvegetated wetlands impacted by the proposed 
project are highly erodible and are estimated to contribute more 
sedimentation then they retain.  The proposed project includes at 
least 5000 feet of vegetated grass swales that would overall enhance 
the function of the existing natural shoreline process by cleaning 
highway and agricultural runoff, which the current condition does not 
provide.  This project is a health and safety project and impacts to 
wetland resources must be balanced with the need to improve the 
safety and operations of Highway 1 as identified in Section 3.1.  The 
proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.4.2.2 Requires minimization of filling in wetland habitats. 

The project area is located in an area of agricultural crop production 
and impacts to 0.2 acre of maintained agricultural drainage ditches, 
which are coastal wetlands.  Mitigation of coastal wetlands, included 
in this project, will improve and enhance the biological function and 
habitat of coastal wetlands in the project area. Avoidance and 
minimization measures were developed in coordination with the 
California Coastal Commission staff, Monterey County staff and the 
Citizens Advisory Group to minimize the project’s overall scale and 
footprint of the project.  The following design features have been 
incorporated in to the project design so that the impacts to the coastal 
wetlands are reduced:  
 

1. The proposed highway widening of 2 lanes to 4 lanes was 
not carried through to Jensen Road in order to reduce and 
narrow the overall area of new pavement through the 
project area. 

2. The new loop northbound on-ramp was constricted down to 
the smallest radius feasible to reduce the footprint of the 
interchange. 

3. Slopes were steepened from 1:4 to 1:2. 
4. A design exemption was obtained that allowed placement 

of the western frontage road to be directly across from the 
on and off-ramps rather than several hundred meters to the 
west of the ramp intersection. This substantially reduced 
the overall footprint of the interchange. 

 
The result of all these design changes was to reduce impacts to 
coastal wetlands and to allow the new interchange to follow as 
closely to the existing alignment as was feasible while still allowing 
the project to meet the safety standards and project purpose.  
 
Mitigation of impacts to coastal wetlands will enhance the biological 
functions and wetland habitat in the project area. 0.6 acre of high 
functioning wetlands habitat will be included in the project area, 
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monitored for success and retained in perpetuity.     
 
The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.4.2.5 Area impacted by filling need to be restored to its 
original condition following construction. 

Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration would mitigate at a 
ratio of 3:1 for impacts to Coastal Zone wetlands.  All areas of 
temporary impact will be returned to pre-construction status following 
project completion.  The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. 

2.4.2.6 The least environmentally damaging alternative shall 
be selected when filling is anticipated with a project. 

The least environmentally damaging practicable alternative, 
considering all resources affected and the projects purpose, 
(Alternative 7) has been selected for the build alternative.  The 
proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.4.3.6 The County’s regulations shall incorporate the Coastal 
Act Sections that apply to filling. 

The proposed project is consistent with the policies outlined in the 
Coastal Act, therefore the proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. 

2.5 WATER RESOURCES 

2.5.1 The estuaries and wetlands shall be protected from 
excessive sedimentation. 

The proposed project is subject to the requirements of the Caltrans 
NPDES permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Board.  Projects 
that exceed one acre of ground disturbance are required to prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP 
establishes the types of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that 
would be required to prevent sedimentation or discharge of materials 
into the water resources adjacent to the project.  This plan identifies 
the temporary construction BMPs.  Additionally the proposed project 
is required to provide long-term BMPs that would prevent 
sedimentation or erosion from occurring due to the long-term 
maintenance of the highway facility.  The proposed project is subject 
to final approval from the Regional Water Quality Board following 
construction, and the Board will ensure that the long-term BMP’s are 
functional before awarding approval for “close out” of the project.  
 
Typically the function associated with vegetated wetlands is to act as 
a filter to the highway and agricultural runoff, the existing coastal 
wetlands provide little habitat quality.   The unvegetated wetlands 
impacted by the proposed project are highly erodible and are 
estimated to contribute more sedimentation then they retain.  The 
proposed project includes at least 5000 feet of vegetated grass 
swales that would overall enhance the function of the existing natural 
shoreline process by cleaning highway and agricultural runoff, which 
the current condition does not provide.   
 
 With these measures in place the project is consistent with this 
policy. 

2.5.2.1 Limitations to development to minimize erosion in the 
watershed of Elkhorn and Moro Cojo Sloughs. 

The proposed project has a minimized footprint and long-term BMP’s 
identified (such as the proposed 5000 feet of bio-filtration swales) that 
would enhance the function of the watersheds of the adjacent areas 
by reducing sedimentation.  The proposed project is consistent with 
this policy. 

2.5.2.2 Non-point and point sources of pollution shall be 
controlled and minimized. 

The project would require a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) that would control and minimize point and non-point 
pollution during construction.  The long-term BMPs would also control 
and minimize the point and non-point sources of pollution.  The 
project is consistent with this policy. 
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2.5.3 B (1) Dumping into wetland and riparian areas will be 
prohibited. 

As part of the SWPPP the contract must identify areas for disposal of 
construction and other materials.  The SWPPP is reviewed and 
approved by both the Caltrans Resident Engineer and the Regional 
Quality Control Board.  Construction debris and other materials will 
not be permitted to be disposed of adjacent to a wetland or riparian 
area.  The SWPPP establishes the types of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that would be required to prevent sedimentation or 
discharge of materials into the water resources adjacent to the 
project.  Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing will be installed 3 
meters from all wetland and riparian areas to prevent construction 
activities from disturbing these areas. The project is consistent with 
this policy.  

2.5.3 C (6) Erosion Control Measures 

The proposed project is subject to the requirements of the Caltrans 
NPDES permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Board.  Projects 
that exceed one acre of ground disturbance are required to prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  The SWPPP 
establishes the types of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that 
would be required to prevent sedimentation or discharge of materials 
into the water resources adjacent to the project.  This plan identifies 
the temporary construction BMPs.  Additionally the proposed project 
is required to provide long-term BMPs that would prevent 
sedimentation or erosion from occurring due to the long-term 
maintenance of the highway facility.  The proposed project is subject 
to final approval from the Regional Water Quality Board following 
construction, the Board will ensure that the long-term BMP’s are 
functional before awarding approval for “close out” of the project.  
With these measures in place the project is consistent with this policy. 

 2.6 AGRICULTURE 

2.6.1 
Preservation of prime agricultural lands for agricultural 
use.  Development adjacent to the agricultural areas 
must be consistent. 

The project has incorporated avoidance, minimization and mitigation 
measures that would preserve agricultural lands to the fullest extent 
possible. This project is a health and safety project and impacts to 
agricultural resources must be balanced with the need to improve the 
safety and operations of Highway 1 as identified in Section 3.1 of the 
LUP. The new highway facility is compatible with the agricultural uses 
by providing for the transport of agricultural products.  With the 
mitigation measures incorporated the proposed project is consistent 
with this policy. 

2.6.2.1 

Prime and productive farmland designated for 
Agricultural Preservation and Agricultural 
Conservation land use shall be preserved for 
agricultural use to the fullest extent possible.   

The project area is located in an area of agricultural crop production; 
the preferred alternative would impact 25.1 acres of Agricultural 
Preservation and Agricultural Conservation lands. To minimize the 
impacts to farmland Caltrans, in coordination with the California 
Coastal Commission staff, Monterey County staff and the Citizens 
Advisory Group, were able to discuss and alter the final design of the 
preferred alternative to substantially reduce the overall footprint of the 
project.  The following design changes are to be incorporated in to 
the final design so that the impacts to farmland will be lessened: 

• The proposed widening of 2 lanes to 4 lanes was not 
carried through to Jensen Road to reduce and narrow the 
overall area of new pavement. 

• The new loop northbound on-ramp was constricted down to 
the smallest radius feasible to reduce the footprint of the 
interchange. 

• Slopes were steepened from 1:4 to 1:2. 
• A design exception was obtained that allowed placement of 

the frontage road to be directly across from the on and off-
ramps rather that several hundred meters to the west of the 
ramp intersection.  This reduced the overall footprint of the 
interchange. 

 
The result of all these design changes was to reduce impacts and to 
allow the new interchange to follow as closely to the existing 
alignment as was feasible while still allowing the project to meet the 
safety standards and project purpose.  The project has incorporated 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures that preserved, to 
the fullest extent possible, prime and productive farmland. 
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Furthermore, there is no feasible alternative with less impact; the 
proposed project is consistent with this policy with the mitigation 
measures incorporated. The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy. 

2.6.2.2 

Divisions of prime and productive farmland, 
designated as Agricultural Preservation, or Agricultural 
Conservation shall be permitted only when such 
division does not adversely affect the land’s long-term 
agricultural viability.   

The Salinas Rd Interchange project has the overriding need to protect 
public health and safety and, therefore allows conversion of CAP and 
CAC lands to other uses. Impacts have been isolated to the areas 
adjacent to the new highway features and the new frontage road. The 
proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.6.2.3 Conversion of uncultivated lands on steep and 
erodible soils. This policy is not applicable to the proposed project. 

2.6.3.5 

“Conversion of Agricultural Conservation lands to non-
agricultural uses shall be allowed if such conversion is 
necessary to: 
a.  Establish a stable boundary between agriculture 
and adjacent urban uses or sensitive habitats; or 
b.  Accommodate agriculture-related or other 
permitted uses which would economically enable 
continuation of farming on the parcel and adjacent 
lands.” 

The proposed project is to provide improved safety and operational 
benefits to the intersection of Salinas Road and Highway 1.  The new 
project features will further separate the boundaries of the highway 
system from local farming operations through the addition of frontage 
roads.  This new system will provide a stable boundary between the 
state transportation use and the agricultural uses in the area without 
impacting access to the highway system.  The project improves 
agricultural operations and provides a safe transportation facility for 
farm workers. The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 
 

2.9.1 Protection of archaeological resources. 

A Historic Properties Survey Report (HPSR) and Palentological 
Technical Report was completed for the proposed project.  These 
reports did not identify any eligible prehistoric or historic 
archaeological resources within the project area.  The Office of 
Historic Preservation provided a concurrence letter to Caltrans in July 
2003 concurring with the results of the HPSR.  The proposed project 
is consistent with this policy. 

2.9.2.1 An evaluation of archaeological resources will be 
required in a timely manner 

A Historic Properties Survey Report and Palentological Technical 
Report was completed for the proposed project.  These reports did 
not identify any eligible prehistoric or historic archaeological 
resources within the project area.  Copies of these reports will be 
submitted during the Coastal Permit application processes.  The 
proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

2.9.2.2 Archaeological survey requirements in the coastal 
zone. 

A Historic Properties Survey Report and Palentological Technical 
Report was completed for the proposed project.  These reports did 
not identify any eligible prehistoric or historic archaeological 
resources within the project area.  Copies of these reports will be 
submitted during the Coastal Permit application processes.  The 
proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

3.1.1 State highways shall be upgraded for safety and to 
accommodate traffic volumes. 

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve the safety and 
function of the intersection at Highway 1 and Salinas Road in a cost 
effective and timely manner, while minimizing environmental, social 
and economic impacts.  The preferred alternative meets the projects 
purpose.  The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

3.1.2.1 

Highway 1 should be widened, barriers installed, left 
turn pockets included when necessary to 
accommodate increasing traffic and provide safety, 
with the following criteria: 
c.  Mitigate for adverse wetland impacts. 

Upgrading of the Salinas Road Interchange for the purpose of safety 
will require impacts to wetlands. The filling of these wetlands will be 
mitigated at a ratio of 3:1.  The project is consistent with this policy. 
 

3.1.2.5 
Major arterials should be upgraded to serve the 
planned growth and rural roads upgraded to provide 
for local circulation and not through-traffic circulation. 

The improvements at Salinas Road and Highway 1, major arterials in 
the North Coast, will accommodate anticipated increased traffic from 
planned growth.  The project is consistent with this policy. 

3.1.3.1 Priority to highway development in areas where 
Highway 1 provides the major transportation access. 

Highway 1 provides the only major transportation access here. The 
project is consistent with this policy.  

3.1.3.2 Salinas Road designated as a major arterial, Level of 
Service requirements 

The improvements at Salinas Road and Highway 1, major arterials in 
the North Coast, will provide safe access to this area and provide 
Level of Service C on Salinas Road until the build year of 2025.  The 
project is consistent with this policy. 

3.1.3.5 Provide additional transit services. 
The frontage road west of Highway 1 will improve transit services for 
the North Coast in coordination with the Monterey Salinas Transit 
Service (MST).  The project is consistent with this policy. 
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3.1.3.7 Bike access for the Centennial Bike Race 

The proposed project will provide a separation for the southbound 
Highway 1 bike path between Salinas Road and Jensen Road.  Bike 
detectors will be placed at the signals to improve bicycle access 
through the interchange.  The project is consistent with this policy. 

4.3.1.E  Preservation of agricultural land for exclusive 
agricultural use.  

The Salinas Rd Interchange project meets the definition of 
subdivision. It has the overriding need to protect public health and 
safety and, therefore allows conversion of CAP and CAC lands to 
other uses.  Impacts to agricultural lands would be mitigated through 
creation of CAP lands and restoration of degraded farmland to CAP 
land use. Project is consistent with this policy.  

4.3.1.F Conservation of viable agricultural land is 
emphasized.   

The Salinas Rd Interchange project meets the definition of 
subdivision. It has the overriding need to protect public health and 
safety and, therefore allows conversion of CAP and CAC lands to 
other uses. .  Impacts to agricultural lands would be mitigated through 
creation of CAP lands and restoration of degraded farmland to CAP 
land use. The project is consistent with this policy.  

4.3.4 Development must be consistent with the protection of 
the areas resources. 

Throughout the environmental review and certification of the 
proposed project Caltrans has designed an alternative and worked 
with the local community and resource agencies to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate impacts to the resources identified in the project area.  In 
summary, impacts identified to visual resources, agricultural 
resources and biological resources have been avoided through 
design changes that reduced overall footprint, selection of an 
alternative that is the least environmentally damaging, and provided 
mitigation and restoration for the impacts to farmland and biological 
resources.  Continued community involvement is planned as part of 
the Coastal Development permit application process.  This 
involvement will include coordination with the Citizens Advisory 
Group, creation of an Aesthetic Advisory Committee, and on-going 
coordination and communication with the local government and 
transit authority to achieve a project that will meet the health and 
safety need identified in this area.  The project is consistent with this 
policy. 

4.3.5.1 Rural character shall be retained. 

The project area is located in an area of agricultural crop production 
and avoids all development to beach, dune and estuary areas. 
Avoidance and minimization measures were developed in 
coordination with the California Coastal Commission staff, Monterey 
County staff and the Citizens Advisory Group to minimize the 
project’s overall scale and footprint of the project.  The following 
design features have been incorporated in to the project design so 
that the essential rural character is retained:  
 

1. The profile of the proposed bridge was sited and lowered to 
match the existing landforms and to reduce the scale and 
visibility of the structure. 

2. The proposed highway widening of 2 lanes to 4 lanes was 
not carried through to Jensen Road in order to reduce and 
narrow the overall area of new pavement through the 
project area. 

3. The new loop northbound on-ramp was constricted down to 
the smallest radius feasible to reduce the footprint of the 
interchange. 

4. Slopes were steepened from 1:4 to 1:2 where safety would 
not be compromised.. 

5. A design exemption was obtained that allowed placement 
of the western frontage road to be directly across from the 
on and off-ramps rather than several hundred meters to the 
west of the ramp intersection. This substantially reduced 
the overall footprint of the interchange. 

 
The result of all these design changes was to reduce visual impacts 
and to allow the new interchange to follow as closely to the existing 
alignment as was feasible while still allowing the project to meet the 
safety standards and project purpose.  
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Additional design features include slope rounding and landscaping 
with native plants to provide a natural appearing site.  
 
An Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee, made up of members of 
the community and local agencies will be formed during the final 
design phase of the project to provide direction on the aesthetic 
features of the project including structures design and planting.   
 
 Impacts to 0.2 acre of maintained agricultural drainage ditches, 
which are coastal wetlands, were reduced using the minimization 
methods listed above. Mitigation of coastal wetlands, included in this 
project, will improve and enhance the biological function and habitat 
of coastal wetlands in the project area.    
 
The proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

6.2 Public access to the shoreline features of the North 
Coast This project does not affect coastal access points.  

 
North County Implementation Plan 

Policy # Subject of Policy Consistency Analysis 

20.144.120(
B)(1) a-e  

Development Standards for Highway 1: 
a. The existing alignment of Highway 1 shall be 

used to the maximum extent feasible and 
practical.  Any deviation shall remain as close to 
the existing alignment as possible. 

b. The highway shall be widened to four lanes. 
c. Barriers shall be constructed between the 

northbound and southbound lanes where 
necessary to control traffic turns and to increase 
traffic safety, as may be determined through a 
traffic study required for the project. 

d. Extra lanes shall be added, where needed to 
alleviate existing inadequate capacity and to 
facilitate safe access to existing developments 
with connections to the highway. 

e. The project shall be designed so as to not 
require wetland fill, except for piers, pilings and 
abutments associated with bridges or causeways 
where there is no less environmentally damaging 
alternative, and to mitigate adverse wetland 
impacts in conjunction with road construction, 
subject to the biological survey requirement 
pursuant to Section 20.144.040A. 

 

a. The existing alignment is maintained, and design exceptions 
have been obtained to ensure the interchange has been 
designed as close to the existing alignment as possible while 
ensuring safety.  

b. This project will widen the highway to four lanes where 
necessary to ensure safety. 

c. Based on traffic studies, this project includes median barriers 
where necessary to ensure safety. 

d. This project widens highway 1 to four lanes where necessary to 
ensure safety. 

e. The project will place fill, associated with construction of a 
bridge, in coastal wetlands. The project is the least 
environmentally damaging alternative and adverse impacts to 
wetlands have been mitigated. 

 
On balance the project substantially conforms to the implementation 
plan.  
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30210 Access: Maximum coastal access shall be provided. 

Preferred alternative improves access by increasing 
safety for motorists on Highway 1, the primary 
coastal access route in northern Monterey County, 
and improving bicycle lanes.  

30211 Access: Development shall not interfere with public’s access to sea. Does not apply.  
30212 
(a-c) 

Access: Public access from nearest public roadway to the shoreline 
shall be provided with new development. Does not apply.  

30212.5 Access: public facilities distributed to mitigate overcrowding. Does not apply 
30213 Access: Lower cost facilities shall be protected. Does not apply. 
30214 Access: Appropriateness of public access Does not apply. 
30220-
30224 Recreation Does not apply. 

30230 

Marine Environment: Marine resources shall be maintained, 
enhanced and restored. Protection given to areas of biological or 
economic significance. Use of marine environment must sustain the 
biological productivity of coastal waters.  

Preferred alternative will permanently impact 0.2 
acre of maintained agricultural drainage ditches, 
which have been identified as coastal wetlands. 
These low functioning wetlands will be replaced, at 
3:1.   

30231 Marine Environment: Biological productivity shall be maintained and 
restored.  

The preferred alternative includes at least 5000 
lineal feet of vegetated ditches) which will serve to 
enhance the biological productivity and quality of 
coastal wetlands.  

30232 Marine Environment: Protection against hazardous waste spills 
during development.  

The preferred alternative includes a requirement for 
a Storm Water Pollution Protection Plan, which 
includes strategies to protect the environment from 
hazardous spills during construction.  

30233 Marine Environment: Diking, filling or dredging of coastal resources. 

The project is a health and safety undertaking. 
Preferred alternative will permanently impact 0.2 
acre of maintained agricultural drainage ditches, 
which have been identified as coastal wetlands. The 
preferred alternative is the least environmentally 
damaging alternative of those proposed. Mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects.  

30234 Marine Environment: commercial fishing and recreational boating. Does not apply. 
30234.5 Marine Environment: commercial and recreational fishing. Does not apply. 
30235 Marine Environment: construction which alters natural shoreline Does not apply 
30236 Marine Environment: substantial alterations to rivers and streams Does not apply 
30237 Marine Environment: County of Orange Does not apply. 

30240 

Land Resources: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas protected 
against significant disruption; only uses dependent on those 
resources shall be allowed within those areas. Adjacent 
development shall be sited and designed to prevent significant 
impacts and compatible. 
 

The preferred alternative does not impact any area 
in which plant or animal life or their habitats are 
either rare or especially valuable because of their 
special nature or role in an ecosystem and which 
could be easily disturbed or degraded by human 
activities and developments.   

30241 

Land Resources: Maintain maximum amount of prime agricultural 
land to assure protection of the areas agricultural economy and 
minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban use through all of 
the following: 

a. Establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural 
areas; minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses. 

b. Limit conversions of ag lands around the periphery of urban 
areas to lands where the viability of existing ag use is already 
severely limited by conflicts with urban uses or where the 
conversion of the lands would complete a logical and viable 
neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to 
urban development. 

c. Permit conversion of ag land surrounded by urban uses 

The project proposes improvements to an 
intersection that experiences twice the number of 
accidents expected for a facility of its type. It 
currently has more collisions than any other state 
highway intersection in Monterey County.  The 
preferred alternative has incorporated design 
exceptions and minimization efforts to reduce 
farmland impacts to less than half the amount 
originally proposed; from 53 acres to 26.1 acres. 
The project would improve the movement of locally 
produced raw and processed agricultural products 
with in the region, state and nation and provides 
improved transportation safety for farm workers. The 



Appendix J  Consistency with California Coastal Act 

 

276 Salinas Road Interchange 

Coastal Resources Planning and Management Policies 
 

Section  
# 

 
Section topic Consistency Evaluation  

consistent with 30250; 
d. Develop available lands not suited for ag prior to conversion of 
ag lands 

e. Assure that public service and facility expansions do not impair 
agricultural viability 

f. Assure that all divisions of prime ag land does not diminish the 
productivity of prime ag land. 

project is contiguous with the existing facility. It will 
not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 
The project is compatible with the long-term viability 
of adjacent agricultural lands. Conversion of 
farmland would maintain parcels of sufficient size so 
that agricultural use is not diminished. During 
construction, provisions for adequate access would 
ensure that operations are not impaired and 
agricultural use remains viable.  

30244 Protection of archaeological or paleontological resources. 

The State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed 
cultural resources studies prepared by Caltrans and 
concurred that the project would not effect cultural 
resources. Paleontological studies have concluded 
that the project will impact to paleontological 
resources.  

30250 Development:  

The project is contiguous with the existing facility. It 
will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 
The project is compatible with the long-term viability 
of adjacent agricultural lands. Conversion of 
farmland would maintain parcels of sufficient size so 
that agricultural use is not diminished 

30251 Consider scenic and visual qualities 

There are no views to the ocean from the project 
site. The preferred alternative has been sited to 
minimize alteration of natural landforms and, with 
slope rounding and planting, will be visually 
compatible with the character of the surrounding 
area.  

30252 

Facilitate transit, minimize use of coastal access roads, provide 
non-automobile circulation, adequate parking facilities, correlate 
development with local parks development to facilitate recreational 
opportunities. 

The preferred alternative would relocate transit stops 
to the frontage roads to improve safety. 
Handicapped-accessible landing pad and shelters 
are part of the project.  

30253 

Minimize risks from geologic, flood and fire hazards. Assure stability 
and structural integrity, minimize erosion, retain natural landforms, 
consistency with State Air Resources Control Board, minimize 
energy consumption, and protect special communities.  

The preferred alternative is not located in an area of 
major geologic or seismic features or in the 100-year 
floodplain. Erosion would be minimized through 
project design of adequate slopes and the project’s 
storm water pollution prevention plan. The project is 
included in the 2005 Monterey Transit Plan and is 
consistent with the most recent update of the Air 
Quality Management Plan of the Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control District, which was 
approved September 2004.  

30254 

Limit design of new or expanded public works facilities to 
accommodate needs generated by permitted development. 
Highway 1 in rural areas of the coastal zone shall remain a scenic 
two-lane road. Services to coastal dependent land use, essential 
public services and basic industries vital to the economic health of 
the region, state or nation… shall not be precluded by other 
development.  

The preferred alternative was designed to 
accommodate planned and permitted development 
for the 20-year life of the project. Except where 
required for route continuity and safety, Highway 1 
remains a two-lane highway. Safety improvements 
with the preferred alternative will improve the 
movement of locally produced raw and processed 
agricultural products with in the region, state and 
nation and provides improved transportation safety 
for farm workers.   

30254.5  Terms and conditions to sewer treatment plants Does not apply 
30255 Priority and siting of coastal-dependent developments Does not apply 
30260-
30265.5 Industrial Development Does not apply 
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